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PREFACE ................... 

"The spl1tt1ng of atom llas changed evf!!l'ytbing. save 

our mode· of th1nk1ng"• so states Albert Einstein 1\b.o spl1 t 

the atom for the first t1me. As the l10rld has so much changed 

since the ttme of Einstein, even tb.e mode of thinking has 
I • 

also been changed. Instead ot us1ng atomte power tor peaoe.tul. 

purposes, 1 t 1 s incrreas1ngly being used !or destruct1 ve 

purposes. The scientific and technical development has made 

1 t possible to produce deadly weapons to satisfy the ·econom1o 

and po11 tical power.- hunger of man. 

Man as a polttlcal animal competes tilth his fellow 

human beings for power, . In such a competl tion; tile nuclear 

0 ? and biologtcal weapons are produced and deployed at v.ar1ous 
I 

places considered tc be st:ratesto in order· to establish each 

other• s supremacy. Tb.is has tni tiated tb.e prooe.ss of arms race 

whtcb in a nuclear age is a perUous phenomenon .aftectlns 

human development in all. concetvable ways. tt has created 

an atmosphere of global tension ·and 1nsee\lr1 ty ~et alone the 

magni. tude of finanelal and h.uman resources 1 t swallows 'Which 

could possibly be used for social and economic deve1opment 

of the teaming millions of the poverty ridden people. 1hus, 

.arms race has distorted not only Man's attitude towards peace 

and security but also the use of global resources. 

At the end of the Second World war both. the us and 

Uss:t emerged as super powers w1 th completely different 1d.eology 

-1-
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te s 
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·but '1:'11. th. th.e common desire to acquire world supremacy, ss.nce 

then, in their arudety to achiev~ ideological and pol:l.tical 

supremacy over the world, constantly try to out\1.1. t eaCh 

other by means of milt tar:v: strene~· ihe arms race started 
' ' ' ' 

· w1 th tb.e deployment of· nuclear weapons 1n Europe due to _11;s · 

strategic p~sl..tion. For,·SEurope, holds tne bo~dary 
line of the SPhere of innuence of Ute two sup.- powers 

d.ecided at the end of the . Second World War • 'l'h.rougb the 
\ 

deployment ot nuol.ear weapons in an e.ftort to 11m1 t the 

,) advance of each other beyond their sphere, Europe b.as b~en 
ck4Xl~A ' . 

rt, rt;' virtually turned by the super powers into a thea~e to stage 
- ... " CW" . 

their m111 tary might and threat. In th1s process, energed 

the issues ot the 'lheatre Nuele# Forces ( iNF) and the 

regional. security ot. Europe. 

The Europeans tJel'e repeatedly told. tb.a.t the deploy. 

ment of :INF is ·tor safeguard.ing their political. security 

through tile process of achieving m111 tary balance. Various 

strategic concepts and doctrines '\'l'Ore .developed. by the US to 

conVince 1 ts West EuJ'opean allies• ille Europeans both East 

and West accepted th.e deployment of 'INF used tor botb. 

tact1Qal and strategic purposes as they were m.ade to believe 

that any military imbalance may affect the pol.1 tical 
\-)::'Ctt' 

equilibrium [alread~ prevailed. However, co:mpet1 t1ve deployment 

by the super powers. has ignited a process of escalation o! 

arms in the th.ea'l::re. Due to sueh an escalation of arms done 



111 

under the coverage of theatre balance and European security 

has ·resulted 1n the massive accurnulatl.on of theatre nuclear 

forces. '!he magnitude of \'NF in hiurope b.as gone beyond tl\e 

(2) level necessary tor maintaining the security of Europe. It 

clearly indicates the extraneous motives of the super powa:'s 

to use Europe as a theatre to execute Uletr global strategy 

of reaching pol1 tioal terms w1 th each otb.et through mil! tary 

means, · ibe realisation of the poss1b1l1ty of the nuclea't 

terror by error and the securtty impl.icattons behind the 14ea 

of l1mt. ted war together w1 th tbeir conception of the super 

power.s• tactics and strateSY1 have all combined to induce 

tb.e Europeans to have an independent perception of 'their own 

security. 

They ·called for arms con'trol negotiations between 

tlle two super powers. But. the sup«r pot1ers W1 th tile mutuel 

interest of maintalnl.ng 'their monopoly of dfien:tt through 
' 

th.e maintenance of an 'entrenched system• not only to exclude 

the Europeans 1n the arms control talks. but also to ke$p 

tb.e1r main understanding out of itle knowledge of tb.:e 

European.s. In the ~F negot1.at1ons betlreen the super powers 

there emerged various oontr'overs1es ov.- the speo1fic issues 

ot 11m1 ting 1NF arms. As a matter ot fact. the m'F ooniroversy . . 

has been tactMly used by the sup.- powers to protract the 

negotiation w1 thout any perceptible and 1mmed1ate results. 

Moreovert. gtven the super pG\'Iers• tactical attaebment to 
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Europe• 1 t i$ ditficul. t to hope for the guarantee to the 

European interests. For. any arms reduction W'lll meana a 

reduced grip o'Ver tb.e tneatre. Thus, arms control through 

bilateral regot1ation is destined to be a failure espec.tall.y 

:from tbe point of View of European security. 

'lbere:t'ore, to assure European security tb.ere should 

be mul. t1lateral. negotiations in m1dl Europeans should be 

the legitimate part1.c1pants witn equal rights. 1be (iistinctton 
' 

of 'lNF and SNF ( S'b:"ategi.c Nuclear Forces), the tactics adopted. 

by tb.e tact t understanding of super powers to exclUde the 

Europeans in arms control negotiations, should not be allowed 

to contintle. Since such an isolation of 1NF 1 ssue i(Jlores 1 ts 

!unot1ona1 relationShip w1 th SNF, the problem w1ll be furtller­

oompl1cated. For. tile European secur1 ty ts equally aftected . 
by both. tb.e 'lNF and SNF deployed by 1:he super power So· To get 

adequate barg~ining str'engtb in the multilateral talks, 'there 

should be an increaSing co-operation and mutua1 tru•t between 

European nations. More importantly, they should not beb.ave 

as members of NA1t> or W1'0 but as members of tb.,e larger European 

community to safeguard their common securt ty. To expose the 

foul designs .of the super powers the Europeans ShoUld also 

insist f.n keeping tb.e .arms control negotiations open to the 

world public. 1he Vigilance of the public :ts..a powertul force 

for an effect! ve. arms control in Europe.-:.. In this respect the 

Europeans should realize the significance of peace movements. 

,, . 



Moreover, 1 t 1s important to augnent their effort for 

arms control and de;limte in Europe w:L th tbe support trom the 

· Non-Aligned Movement (NAM). Such an· alliance can be formal1 sed 

in international forums like UNO. Both. Europe and the 1b1rd 

'I World countries represented by NAM have tented to ~ealize the 
1 -

Q refUtable .tact that tbe issue of European arms control shoUld 
f 

be d.eal t within the frame,fOrk of world arms con1rol and 

dgtente. Moreover~ J:"eg1onal security tbrou@Ji arms control 

1 s logloally interrelated w1 th tb.e -world security as such. 

Therefore., tbe NAM and other peace-loVing torces aiming at 

global detente and disarmament will piay a s1gn1tlcant role 

in tbe European arms control. 

Against this background, the first chapter aiming 

at introducing the subject bigbl.igb.ts ti\e trends and 

magnitude of 'INF deployrnen.t in Europeo It also tries to give 

the meaning and types of 1NF. 'Ihe second chapter, after having 

surveyed the evolution of stt'ateg1c concepts and doett'1nes 

de-veloped by th.e US to ~e 1 ts nualear strategy .in Surope. 

tries to give an account of tne mF controversy both between 

the super powers as well as between the USA .and West Europe. 

Third chapter shed light ou. i:b.e process of attms control -
negotiations in Europe. The super powers• tactics .in such 

negotiations and. their implications to @ European security 

is also indicated. Fourth eb.apter focu,ses on the future of 

arms control in ~ope which. 1 s followed by the conCluding 



cllapter l'bich emphasl.zes t:b.e need for a new perspective ct 

European arms control and. underlines the role ot NAM and 

peace movements. . 
9 ~~ . \ 

vfttll all b.um111at1on_~. it should be aeknoWJ.edged, 

at the very outset, that the present study !.s onlY a modest. 

attempt to describe the 'l.NF controversy and its implications 

to Ul.e European arms control. Ht.fjlly te('hrd.cal aspects of the 

TNF issues h~ve been d.eUberately excluded from th.e study and 

only a descr1pt1ve account of the issues are given. 

· I express my deepest sense of gratitude to my 

gt~1d.e Dr T• T. Poulose, Professor, Dlsarmalllertt Studiea 

D1V!.s1on, who.se help and co-topet'atton exceed fe't' beyond the 

academS.c bounds. I also thank ~otessor ~bE!r'i, Chairman ot 

the Internatlona;J. Pol1 ttcs and Organizat1on0 for his 

enoouragelllent and valuable .S\lggestioncs. 

I owe special sratttude to •Y friends Dr Raja 

Mohan, MarS.a Saleth, Sunil Mam and Pratnod Kumar Stngti 

who helped me S.n various stages o:t 1b1 s work~ 

And finally 1 Utank .· ~· Mr Pah.wa tor b.1s nice 

New Delh11 ( P. Moorth.y ) 
Dates 26.12. 198,., 



CHAPTER I 

IN'lRODUCTION 

One of the most potential threat hanging over the 

mankind as the proverbial Democles Sword today is that of_ 

nuclear war. _ Human existence has increasingly become vul­

nerable to this perilous phenomenon especially in the context 

of ne"' Cold War. In fact, the arms race and the consequent 

nuclear madness are the offshoots of the burgeoning 

competition between the t\10 super powers viz. the United 

States of America and the SoViet Union, for acquiring 

p<;>li tical domination over the world. Thus, arms race is the 

most serious manifestation of the ongoing ideological Cold 

\'lar which is a never ending process given the intransigence 

of the two power contenders. Each one tries to e:nulate the 

other in getting military supremacy through massive 

accumulation of nuclear weapons. 

In this race for power, they try to 1nternational1se 

the regional conflicts for their strategic and military 

advance and many nations and regions become pitiable victims 

of the Cold \'Jar. Therefore, to preserve peace and avert 

nuclear \'Jar which can inflict irreparable damage on the 
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planets civilization remains the most urgent task facing 

mankind. To halt the arms race and save the world from the 

brink of destruction caused by the possible nuclear 

catastrophe are the 1 terns figuring foremost on the world 

agenda. In this reap ect, it should be noted that the 

Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly on 

Disarmament held in June-July 1S62 g~ve priority to arms 

limitation among the major nuclear-weapon powers especially 

the US and USSR, regional security arrangements, disarma­

ment and internation~ security, negotiating machinery for 

disarmament and disarmament education. These are the areas 

where the future of international relations is going to be 

decided and where tb.e struggle is especially acute bet'lrteen 

two diametrically opposed political courses \<11th ideological 

underpinnings. In order to assure peace and security on a 

permanent basis, arms control and disarmament are the logical 
' . 

first steps. 

As a matter of fact, the arms race started w1 th 

the first US atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by 

the end of \tlorld \var II, ironically after having signed the 

United Nations Charter for International Peace and Security. 

Such a calculated demonstration of US nuclear might, 

immediately instigated the soviet effort to produce 1 ts own 

atomic ,.,eapons which resulted in the successful explosion 

of the first SoViet atomic bomb by the late 1940s. The 



new military parity, in terms of nuclear capabilities, have 

sharpened the conflict between the two super powers. In 

order to have an edge over the SoViet Union, the US started 

deploying nuclear missiles in Europe. Wl th this, arms 

deployment started on a ccmpeti tive scale both in Europe 

and· else\'rhere in the world. It is obvious that the 

deployment of nuclear -v1eapons has started originally from 

Europe \'rhich expanded to other strategic areas of the \'IOrld. 

Naturally, any effort to achieve peace and stability through 

arms control. and disarmament should logically start with 

European arms control. Hence is the significance and 

indispensability of European arms control negotiation for 

achieVing disarmament at global level indicating thereby 

the interdependence between regional security and inter­

national security. 

To be real, arms control, however, cannot be 
.. , 
~; 

achieved '~ th a sinil.e strident step. It is a gradual 

process .requiring step by step advancement. Since the 

strategic arms lim1 tation and reduction is of special 

significance for the efforts to curb arms race, defuse 

war danger and maintain universal peace, 1 t has been taken 

as the starting point for arms control negotiations. In 

terms of regl.onal priority, the main focus of arms control 

talks is on Europe as arms build up is more intense here 

and~ in an important sense, arms in other strategtc 
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regions have been deployed as if to reinforce and au€Jllent 

the European weapon systems. European arms control 

necessitates efforts at reducing the Theatre Nuclear Forces 

{ 'INF) d~ployed. in Europe by both the US and Soviet Union 
' ' 

at the first instance and subsequently, the TNF deployed 

by the European countries themselves. Therefore, 'INF 

negotiation is of prime significance in achieving regional 

disarmament and to pave the way tor global disarmament. 

~F, though precludes a clear-cut defini t1on, 1 t 

can roughly be said as nuclear weapons with short-range 

speed deployed in a particular region either for specific 
'-===-' • 

tactical purpose or for.both tactical and strateg1c 

purposeso 1NF is called w1 th different names depending upon 

the context and _purpose. For instance, they are knO\'Jn as 
~qO 9 

'FJ"ey area weapons•,, or in the European context, • ero-
~ ___ ,_ __ - -
strategic weapons' 1 and as intermediate-range nuclear 

forces liNF) for the purpose of current Geneva negotiations. 2 

They are classified into three categories in accordance with 

their range as: Long-Range Theatre NuClear Forces (LR'INF), 

Medium-Range Theatre. Nuclear Forces (MR 1NF) and .snort-Range 

Theatre Nuclear Force.s 'lSR1NF). LR'lNF 1s having a range of 

See: United Nations (UN), Comp\f~sive StudY on Nuclear 
XLEW>..ons (New York, 1981), PP• · • 

1 

2 See: Carnegl.e Panel, C~~ fO[ US Nf!onaJ. Se5ll!£~t.x. 
Reprinted in Stratefo<CJiNew Delhi , vol. 12, 
no. 1Q-11, October- ovember 982, p. 660. 
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more than 1,000 km, but less than 5, 500 km. MR'l.NF is 

covering a range of 200 to 1,000 km. And SR1'NF is w1 tn a 

range up to 200 km. 3 

To understand 'lNF more clearly 1 t is useful to 
. . 

distinguish. 1 t fran strategic Nuclear Forces {SNF). The 

strategic weapons are designed to be'used for striking 

long distance targ-ets, whereas mF. are designed to strike 
. . 4 . 

at immediate targets \dth limited impact. Since the 

TNF is used for both taetieal and strategic purposes,. it 

is, however, very difficult to distinguish it from SNF. 

In this context, Jonathan Alford has rightly pointed out 

that one cannot simply isolate 'lNF fran SNF as th~~e-/, 

distinctly interactive. 5 However, in terms of its functions, 

TNF acquires different characteristic, but the difference 

is one of degr-ee not of kind. But, 1 t should also be 
' 

admitted that iNF 1 s functionally related w1 th SNF as the 

former is design~ to support the latter. Broadly, 1NF is . 

·intended by the US to perform four somewhat related functions. 

Firstly, it can help to fill the gap in the conventional and 

3 Seei stockholm International Peace and Research Institute 
(SIPRI), Year Book, 1--'!HtRange Theatre N~~ Forces 
(London: Taylor and Francis, 1982), pp. • 9o 

4 Department of Defence, Disationa;rv ot M~tarv an.d 
Assooiatw Terms (\1/asbington, n.c. •· 1979, PP• 328-9o· 

5 Jonathan Alford, "The Balance of Forces", in Karl E. 
Birnbaum, ed., ps Control 1n §yrope ; froblent§ and 
Pr.ospftcts (Vienna: Austrian Institute for International 
Affairs, 1980), P• 3.' 
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strategic forces of the US. and 1 ts allies. It i$ necessi­

tated by the significant burden that the rough parity in 

nuclear forces achieved by the Soviets w1 th the US has 

supposedly resulted. Secondly, 1 t can help to deter and, 

if necessary, to defeat attaCks by the, soviet Union and by 

, such countries as China or North Kor·ea in key regions 

out~ide the Uni~ed. States. Thirdly, it can serve the 

objectives of US foreign policy based on ·deterrence rather 

than 'di sarrriament. Folirthly, '!NF plays the important 

political and psychological role of representing the 

tangible commitment to the allies that the US remains 

involved in European defence. It is because ·of these very 

functions of 1WF, the Soviet has not accepted the existence 

of 1NF' as Stich. It is this basic difference w'htch has 

necessitated the US to describe the 'lNF as INF, for the 

purpose of Geneva negotiations for arms con1rol. 

r For a· clear conception of the speed and mawn tude 

lo../e1Vc"~Q) of 'ltiF deployment in Europe and the strategic motives 

: behind that, 1 t is essential, as a background, to have a 

1
\ brief history of '!NF deployment itself. What follov1s 

subsequently 1 s an attempt in that direction. 

For the first time in the b1 story of nuclear deploy­

ment, the US had started 'INF deployment in the late 1940s. 

Ini ttally. thirty-two B-29 bombers , .. rere deployed in. Europe. 

B-29, the so-called • super :fortress' bad a radius of 
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operation of about 2, 500 lml and therefore,· depended on 

forward bases for strikes against the Soviet Union. This 

~ras the beginning of the Theatre Nuclear, and Forward Based 

Systems {FBS) in Europe. Throughout the 1950s, a variety 

of other nuclear-capable aircrafts--both land-and earrier-
·~ 

based--\..rere also· deployed in Europe and in Europe 'mters, 
. . .. . A 
some of them' were capable. of striking against the Soviet 

In addi t1on to US deployment, there were the 

I 
Union. 

Jupi tor in Italy and. in Turkey, and -'Thor in the United 

K1ngdom:6 
..--

' In December 1957, the North Atlantic 'lreaty 
i • 

Organization (NATO) countzoies met in Washington to reassess 

their military position. At that meeting, the US convinced 

1 ts allies of ·the need for the deploym(mt of long-range 
.. 

missiles in Europe by indicating the Soviet Union• s land 

superior! ty. The December meeting used to be held every 

year to reassess NATO milt tary position 1 s haVing a 

s1gpif1cant place in the history of TNF deployment as most 

of the crucial decisions fOZ' further accumulation of 'n~F 

in Europe, have been taken in those meetings. In the 1957 

meeting it \>Ja.S decided, as a diplomatic move, to w1. thdraw 

some theatr:'e nuclear weapons which are land-based, while 

Polaris subnarines were already patrolling the t-1edi terranean 

6 See SIPRI, n. 3, PPo 6-7 o . 
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and the Norwegian seas. 7 The strategy is that the continuity 

of SoViet deployment in land wou~i~d be broken by "putting 

the deterrence at sea" or by eliminattng the weapon systems 

on f!1' oundso 8 

Moreover, as long as no gap in this cont1nu1 ty 

of deterrence is created, there is nothing ~ong ·with 

modernizing military postures by eliminating costly, 

militarily useless and vulnerable systems. SUch a strategy 

has been aptly described by Bernard Brodie as the "de­

escalating eff~ct of the threat of escalat1on".9 In 

brief,· the outlook of the December meeting is that, to 

counter SoViet land-based missiles, the NATO countries have 

to go for sea and air-based \'reapon systems, as the land­

based \'leapon systems are very expensive. Concealing the 

cost consideration for the shift of emphasis, all the 

December meetings of the NATO purport to secure wide 

currency for their thesis of supremacy of SoViet land­

based weapon systems and the consequent need for the 

expansion of sea and air-based weapon systems of NATO as a 

counterweight. 10 

7 

8 

9 

Ibid., P• 7. 

R.J. Harrison, ~o~e in Q"gstion 
and Unwin Ltd., 97 ) , P• 3 • 

Quoted in ibid. 

10 Ibid. 

(London: .Gear ge Allen 

\ 
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9. 

In response to the Western move in European Theatre, 

the soviet Union, w1 th the intention of closing the gap in 

strategic means, has developed and deployed similar weapon 

systems { 'INF) to counter-balance the US forward-based 

weapon systems. Since the late 1950s till the end of 196os, 

tne Soviet Union deployed ss-3 and ss-4, tne· llledium-Range 

Ballistic f·1iss1les (frlRBrJf} and ss-s·, the Intermediate-Range 

Ballistic f41ss1les (IRBr·1) around 1 i;'s periphery., More 

importantly, so as to counter the US ,sea-based \lteapon systems 

comprised of Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBr4) 

such as Polaris and Posidon, and the air-based weapon 

· systems like the proposed B-52 intercontinental aircrafts, 

SoViet Union has decided to deploy ss-20, the three warbeaded 
11 mobile missiles. To pave the ~ray for the smooth deployment 

o:£ SS.20,. Soviet Union decided, inter alia, not to require 

the US f~r lim1 ting its For,~d-Based Systems {FBS) such as 

the Polaris, ~osidon submarine bases at Holy Loch {Scotland)· 

and Rota {$pain) and forward-based nuclear d.elivery aircrafts 

such as the F-111s,1n Britain and France. Therefore, in 

th~ Vladivostok meeting between Sovi.et Union an~ United 

States, both th.e parties wi til tacit understanding, did not 

mP.ntion the Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) or 

FBs. 12 

11 Seet Raymond L·. Garthoff, "The Soviet ss-20 Decision", 
St)?ival (London); vol. 25, no. 3, May-June 1983, · 
pp. 1Q-19. . 

12 Ibido 
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SUbsequently,. the 35-20 often described as "a leap 

forward in counter force capabili ty11 was deployed since 

1976-77, t'lhich has been taken by the US to justify LR1NF 

modernization in the European theatre. 13 SUbsequently0 t-rhen 

the NATO meeting held in December 1979, they decided to 

replace the existing American Pershing-IA missiles deployed. 

in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) w1 th 108 ne\1, 

longer-range Pershing-II launchers. In addition, 1 t was 

also agr:oeed· that 464 Ground-Launched Cruise fU.ssiles 

( GLCM) with a range of 2, 5JO km would also be deployed 

on the terri tory of a number of the European allies. 

Germany, Britain, Italy, the Netherlands and Belgium 

agreed in principle to host the deployment of these missiles. 

HO\'Iever, the Dutch and Belgians expressed certain reser­

vations which led them to delay their final decisions on 
. . 14 Q~ 

accepting deployment on their terri tory. In toto,_ 572 -
Pershing-II and Cruise missiles have to be deployed by the 

end of the 1980 s. 

The following Table I shO\'IS the list of hosting 

countries, location, number and the probable dates for the 

deployment of weapons 1n ·accordance with NATO decision of 

December 1979. 15 

13 See SIPRI, n. 3, p. a. 
14 See Joseph F1 t~hett, "NA.TO Wlll Deploy New Nuclear Foree, 

Dutch Reject l·11 ss1lestt, Intm:nat1 onal H¢AJ.d Tri:bune · 
(P~is), D~cember 13, 1979. 

15 Time..s of India (Ne\'1 Delhi), 25 N.ovember 1983. 
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T~ble I 

Deployment of vleapons 

s. '' 
,. fiate of 

No, . Coun;!i:~e§ . Les~t1sm Nwb£ ~glom§!lt. 
' 1 . Britain Gr eenham Common 96 Cruise Missiles December 198~ 

2 \vest Germany Nutlangen 36 Per shing-II s December 1983 

3 Italy Comiso 112. Cruise f.tissiles March 1984 . 
4 West Germany Heilboronn 36 Pershing II s mid or late 

1984 

.5 \'lest Germany Neu Vlm 36 Pershing .II s mid or late 
1984 

' 
6 Belgium Florennes 48 Cruise missiles Possibly 

in 1985 

7 Netherlands '\'/oensdr echt . 48 Cruise missiles mid-1986 · 

8 ~lest G,ermany Bitburg 96 Cruise missiles 1986 

9 . Britain Molesworth 64 Cruise missile.s 1988 

It is· all ·too obvious that the canpeti ti ve tendency 

between the super-powers to acquire military supremacy in 

Europe for underpinning their global strategy, ·has resulted 

in the massive accumulation of 'INF. The following tables 

. (Table II-a,' b and c) indicate the sta~tling magn:L tude o:r 

TNF deployments by both the us and soviet Union as well as the 
' . ' 

West· European cotmtries. For the most recent picture of 
'} 

the developments in 1NF deployment, ret'e.r the Appendix .tables. 



Table II-a 

U, s. Nucla~ Forces For E;ur goe 

----------------------------------------~~~~-r--~--~~-------------------------\ \varheads/ ftange in· Particulars Number 

Long-Range. 'l.NF 
. . @ 

t>mrheads) Poseidon C-3 missiles (total of 400 

F-III .fighter-bombers 156 

Tac:t1cf!l Nuclesg: W51~on; 
A-6E attack aircraft 20 
A-7E attack aircraft 40 
F-4 fighter-bombers 324 (265)£ 
Pershing IA missiles 108 

Lance missiles 36 
8 n h.owi tzer s 56 
155 mm ho~1. tzer s 252 
Atomic demolition munitions ? 

Banbs 

2 

2 
2 

1 

1 

1 
N,A, 
N,A, 

1 

Mil;s (lgn) .. 

2810 (4500) 

1190 (19)0} 

625 {1000) 
56o <m> 
470 ( 7'!iJ} 

450 (720) 

70 (1,0) 
18 {29) 

9 { 14} 

0 (0) 

Basing 

Poseidon SUbmarines 
Britain 

2 aircraft carriers 
in the Hedi terranean _. 

1\) 

US/Europe 

Germany 
Europe 
Europe 
Europe 
Europe 

@ Strategic -w-arheads on Poseidon submarines that are adminis.tratively assigned to 
· SACEUR by the United States. 

£ According to us Department of State figures, 225 US F-4 fighter-bombers are 
stationed in Europe. 

Source:. The Milit§ty Ba1ance, 1f.'1-1982 (Londotu International Institute for 
Strategic Studies, 1981 • .. 



Table II-b 

So!j. S3c Nuclear ForCes .for EurORft 

Particulars Number ''lar heads/ 
Ban;Q§ 

Range in miles · ( km' 
LgnttRooge TNF 

ss-20 missiles 175(300)* 3 3130 (5000~ ss-s missiles 40 1 2560 {4100 
ss-4 missiles. 340 1 1190 ( 1930) 

TU-22 M/26 Backfire B bomber's 65 4 2520 (4025) 
TU-2.2 Blinder bombers 125 2 1940 {3100) 

'IU-16 Badger bombers 310 2 1750 {2800) 

TS}C~Cfil Nu~!U£ Weaoon§ 

SU-24 (SU-19) Fencer fighter-bombers 480 2 1000 (1600) 

MiG- 27 Flogger D fighter-bombers 500 1 450 (720) 

SU-17 Fitter C/D fight~·bombers 700 1 375 (600) 

SJ-7 Fitter A fighter-bombers 165 1 375 (600) 

tftiG-21 Fishbed J-N fighter bombers 750 1 250 (400) 

SS-N-5 sub-launched missiles. 75 1 100 (1120) 

SS-12 Scaleboa:rd .missiles 65 1 560 (~0) 

ss-1 Scud A{B missiles 410 1 90/190( 150/300) 
FROG-7 missiles 482 1 40 (70) 

180 mm howitzers 168 N.A. 19 (30) 

* The United States estimates that there are 300 Soviet ss-20 launchers deployed. plus 50 
more under construction: refire mtssiles are not counted in the 300. · 

Source: The Hili~ Ba1!@§2~ 1~1-1982 (London: International Institute for Strategic 
Studt~~.. . ·11~· he eonom£st_ 17 Octob~ 1981. i'or ss-20 fimJre~... · 



Table II-c 

AJ,lied Nuc1ear For9es For Europe 

Particulars Number Warheads/ Range in 
B9lJbg :t-11~es (lgn) Countries Equipped 

Lona:Ran.ge 1NI:' 
Polaris A 3 sub-launched missiles 
MSBS M·20 sub-launched missiles 

SSBS 5-203 missiles 
Vulcan B-2 bombers 

l'tlirage IVA bombers 

l'J3,cti.Qsal Nuclear WeAQOD§ · 

Buccaneer attack aircraft 
F-104 fighter-bOmbers* 

F-4 fighter bombers* 

Jaguar fighter bombers 
Mirage IIE fighter bombers .. , 
Super Etendard fi.ghter bombers** 

Pershing IA missilesd' 

Pluton missiles 

Lance missiles* 

Honest John. missiles* 

8" hot•Ji tzer'* 

155 mm hO\d tzars* 

64 
80 
16 

57 
33 

a> 
318 

40 
80 
30 
12 

72 
42 
61 

42 
202 

1402 

3 
1 

1 

2 

2 
1 

1 

1 
1 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 

N.A. 

N.A. 

2875 (4600) 

1875 (3000) 
1875 (3000) 

1750 . ( 2800) 
1000 (16oO) 

59:> (950) 

500 (800) 

470 (750) 
450 (720) 

375 (6oo) 

350 (56o) 
450' {720) 

75 (120) 

70 (110) 

25 (40) 

10 ( 16) 

10 (16) 

* 'r\-ro-key arrangements, However no us \'lal"heads al"'e stored in Denmark 

Britain 
France 
France 
Britain 
France 

Britaln 
Belgi~, Germany, Greece 
Italy, Turkey, Netherlands 
Turkey 
Britain, France 

France 

France 
Germany 
France 

Belgium, Britain, Canada 
Italy, Germany,Nether~ands 

Greece, '1\lrkey 
Belgium, Britain, Canada, 
Denmark, Germany, Greece 
Italy~ Netherlands. 
Nor}t§v· 'l\af}Sey 

or Nor1tray. · · 
. l 

......!* Carrier-based. II?C: The t"lili tgr:x Balanc§. 1981-82 (London: International. Institute for Strategic Stud1es.1981) .• 
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Although casual reference has been made about 

certain aspects of the strategic motives in the preceding 

brief history of 'INF deployment, a more detailed account ·of 

the strategic evolution is indispensable to facilitate a 

clear und~standing of iNF controversy to be dealt subse-
it Shou..lcL k noied. !;,o.L M. tic.. Sc.V1"d- U'r1id')t 

quently. At the outset,!( staunchly believes in total war 

behaviour rather than of a particular theatrical war, 1 t 

does not have a special strategy as 'INF or SNF to maintain 

1 ts forces and, in fact, 1 t denounces the very conception 

of '!NF as such.. TNF strategy is, tnerefore, a special 

creation of American nuclear strategy to defend the \'lest 

European security which, in the US view, is inseparable from . ' 

1 ts 0\•Jn security. However, the guiding principle of Us 

nuclear strategy of deterrence has undergone continuous 

change in accordance w1 th the prevailing military balance, 

Sav.igt move and their o~.n tactical motives as \'fell as to 

accommodate the European vie'trs. At each phase of its 

change, scme doctrine or other have been developed to 

justify the persistence of 'lNF in Europe. Concurrent w1 th 

such change, varying emphasis has been accorded to conven­

tional, theatre nuclear and strategic nuclear forces. 16 . 

In 1953, early and massive use of nuclear weapons 

\·Tas emphasized by US as well as its NATO allies as the ma1n 

16 See Carnegie Panel, n. 2, pp. 66o-93ol 
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component of deterrence. Given clear Us super1or1 ty in 

nuclear weapons. such a strategy knom as massive retaliation 

seemed to possess sufficient credibility. But, in the 

mid-1950s, t-rhen the SoViet Union deployed ICBivts capable o.f 

striking th.e US, \'lest Europeans started questioning the 
·. .. 

credibility of the strategy. Even some of the us nuclear 

experts have also called for an urgent review of the 

massive retaliation .strategy. As for instance, General 

Taylor is of the View that ur1assive retaliation as a 

guiding strategic concept has reached a dead end and that 

there is an urgent need for a reappraisal of our 
. 17 

strategic needs. n However, the US tried to reassure \'lee-

tern Europe by deploying more tactical and theatre 

nuclear forces capable of striking Soviet conyentional 

forces. SUch a threat to strike at Soviet divisions 

appeared more credible than a threat to destroy SoViet 

cities in a nuclear first strike. 
' Moreover, in the late 1950s, the US introduced 

long-range theatre nuclear forces in Europe and thereby 

linked the strategic nuclear weapons with tactical ones. It 

was to convince the Soviets that nuclear attack is more 

likely from Europe rather than fran the us. 18 Critics 

17 Maxwell D. Taylor• The ~ferta1~ 'li"umogt (Ne\tf York: 
Max~~l Publication, ig · , p. • 

18 Carnegie Panel, n. 2, pp. 660-93• 
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like President de Gaulle of France continued to challenge 

the US strategy as suicidal. Meanwhile the us, in the 

early 196os, desired a shifting .of emphasis to conven.-o 

tional defences. It fomented an aerim1n1ous debate ''lith1n 

NATO as the Europeans. feared that. the reliability of , 

extended nuclear deterrence ,.,ould be seriously undermined 
' 

by su~h a shifting emphasis. Consequently, since 1967 
' the doctrine of flexible response became the guiding prin-

ciple in which the \J/est Europeans conceded to the need for 

conventional response to Soviet threat and the us, on its 

part, conceded to retain strong nuclear first use 

option. 

As a matter of fact, the flexible response doc-
> 

trine was already developed in the early 1960s and has 

been the main plank of US nuclear policy during 

President Kennedy's Administration. Under this policy, 
. . 

the number of us tactical nuclear \'Jeapons in EurOpe \'laS 

d~arnatically increased to about 7,000 which is still 1 ts 
19 ' ' 

number today. The tactics involved in this doctrine was 

that any attack or threat fran the East would be met not 

by maximum counterblow but at the lowest appropriate.level. 

Thus, the flexible response doctrine adOpted by NATO in 

1967 derives its roots fran the early US doctrine. It 1s 

19 See Wallace Irwin, ed., PI"e§'t Deci~ionf • 79 (Ne\'T 
York: Foreign Policy Association.980~, PP• 24-33J 
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to be noted that in the quest for a sui table doctrine to 

guide the US n':lclear strate~o particularly in Europe, 

various strategic concepts and doctrines have .been developed 

by the US nuclear strategists particularly during 1960-67, 

i.e. the period between the adoption of flexible response 
<;,. ' ' 

strategy by the US and its later application to NATO. In 

fact, only out of the interaction between the mul ti.plici ty 

of doctrines, the flexible response strategy· has taken 

1 ts full shape to be applied finally to NATO in 1967. 

Nevertneless, the process of strategic evolution has also 

given rise to sane ne\f concepts slightly different from 

that of nexible response. 20 

In the sear.ch for a sui table strategy to accanmo­

date its tactical interests and the View points of its allies, 

US came out with the' strategy known as "Limited War 

Strategy". It is based on the assumption that nQ one l'lOUld 

attack first because the attacker could not escape 

destruction. 21 According· to Norden, a limited war strategy 

emphasizing ~he policy of employment and use of theatr-e 

force is a ''modern \mt"fare \1hi.ch is still fought an a 

20 See Aaron L. Fr1eberg, "A History of the US Strategic 
Doctrine 1 1945 to 1980", SUrviy§l, vol. 19, no. 2, 
March-Aprl.l 1977, PP• 37-66. 

21 C.E. Norden, "The Debate on Theatre Nuclear Weapons 
and Lim1 ted Nuclear War - And the Future", T~e Armx 
auar-telllo ( Tavistock, Devan), vol. · 108, no.l 
PP• 39 - 3o~ 
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theoretical level". 22 As a matter of fact, the strategy has 

had 1 ts roots in the EisenhO\ter Administration's policy for 

equipping theatre forces in the 1950s and more. partieular+y 

in the Defense Secretary Robert McNamara• s "controlled 

response doctrinett of 1962. The author of this doctrine 
I 

has explained .its logic as: 11Pr1nc1pal mill tary obj~ctives, 

in th.e event of a nuclear war stenm1ng fran a major attack 

on the Alliance, should be the destruction of the enemy's 

military forces, not his civilian population. n23 It is 
•' 

obvious that, the controlled response doctrine has led the 

emergence of lirni ted war strategy. 

Since then, the. limited \'tar strategy has been 

implied in different but interrelated terms like "limited 

strategic .retaliation", nlimi ted option", "limited 

counterforce retaliation", and "counter value strategy"o 

The limited strategic retaliation was basically enpb.asized 

as an alternative to the strategy of 11Massive Retaliation". 

The same strategy of limited retalifition used in the context 

of a particular theatre, is kno\'JtJ. as limited option 

strategy which aims at deterring the enemy in the European 

.theatre. And, the counter.force strategy has evolved out. 

o:f the need for. a strategy to justify the striking of the· 

22 !.bid., p. 391. 

23 ~io.'"'lamara. R.s., Addreg B~ore tQ.e FelloW of the · 
American B~ Joundi~ ( hicago: Office o:t Public 
Affairs, 19 2 t PP• 7o 

.• 
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opponent• s nuclear and .general milt tary posi t1ons. But the 

adoption of such a strategy needs large numbers of extranely 

~ccurate nuclear weapons. The counter value strategy,· on 

the other hand, has evolved out of the need for targeting 

nuclear weapons on the opponent'~ s c1 t1 es and industrial 

areas. When compared w1 th a counterf~ce strategy, this 

·1 strategy requires fewer and less accurate ,nuclear 
24 · ' \ I !')) \.Zeapons. .( f1 t\-.A~\-J-<' ~\f r, . 

Limited t>~ar strategy, in turn, gave place to the 

flexible response doctrine. It is so because ;;he flexible 

response was considered much more convenient than the 

doctrine of con-trolled response.. The change is justified 

by the arguinent that since one cannot assume what the 

enemy will do, it is better to be flexible in accordance 

'tti th the enemy• s action, instead of controlling our 

· doctrinal.posture. Despi. te the theoretical justification, 

the reason for the formulation and adoption of flexible 

response doctrine was that 1 t will serve better the us 

strategic endeavour -iri European thea1re. 25 Consequently, 

the :flexible respons~ doctrine \otas adopted as tne permanent 

s'b:'ategy by both the us and NATO countr1es. 

24 See John Cox, Oy';kill. The §l0£1 gf Mgd~ .vleapons 
(London: P~guin ooks tid., 1981), PP• 2 2•4. 

25 Ibid.' 
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However, in the late 1970 s, the liml ted war 

strategy was retained by the US administration by virtue 

of the Presidential Di:cective, 59. The Directive 

envisages to develop the capability· to fight a protl'acted 

but limited nu~lear war from the European theatre wb:l.ch 

is considered to serve better the US tactical interest 

w1 th maximum advantages. In this context, the New York 

Times, reflecting the American mood, l'ri tes: "The best way 

to prevent a major conflict with Moscow is to be capable 

of waging a prolonged but limited nuclear war. n26 It is. 

not to be missed that all the docirinal changes related 

with the US nuclear strategy are basically motivated by the 

need to justify the maintenance and deployment of 'INF for 

assuring European security. It is precisely because· of 

this reason that. some Western nuclear strategists bave 

described the changing US nuele.ar strategy as different 

"labels ••• glued to an old bottle w1 th old wine" supplied 

to the West Europeanso~27 Despite changes in the canposi tion, 

the mF have played roughly the same role in Europe since 

the beginning viz. as a compensation for the SoViet 

advantages in conventional forces, and as a deterrent 

against any Soviet attack, whether conventional ar 
i 

26 New York· TiJ!.LAA, 22 August 1980o' 
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nuclear. But views as to h0\'1 1NF might be used have changed 

time and again. 

As noted earlier, in addition to the American 

1NF systen, the Soviet Union has also maintained and 

deP.loyed large number of weapons,· considered as 'INF, both 

in. its territory and Eastern Europe. Since TNF is the 

short-range t'leapon .systems, it will· invariably jeopardise 

the security of the countries in which 1 t is actually 

deployed. Hence the competitive deployment of TNF, as 

tactical v~eapon in the European theatre by both the US 

and SoViet Union, has made Europe more vulnerable to 

nuclear threat than any other area of the world. The 

International Herald Tribune has,bluntly described. the 

situation as nthese bombs are weapons that \fill supposedly 

be used against NATO and Warsa\-r Pact countries wi. th the 

exception of the, United States and Soviet .Union. In other 

words these forces are designed to \d.pe away Europe. a 28 

The European countries, though they themselves 

\>Tere involved in the 'l.NF deployment for the reason of 

milt tary pact and ·other security considerations, nevertheless, 

did not fail to perceive the new situation and its 

implication. f•lany of the ·European countries have felt 

that 'INF system .deployed in their soil is not for their own 

28 Internati.onal. Hera1d TriJ:nm.i, 10 March 1976. 
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defence; but for the theoretically motivated nuclear war 
of the so-called super powers. 29 It is to be emphasized 

that even some of the US nuclear ·strategists are not 

particularly satisfied w1 th 'INF deployment in Europe. 

For instance, many analyses carried out in the US 

Deparunent o.f Defence (MacNamara, Clifford, Laird, 

Richardson, Schlesinger· have oleat'ly shown the unnecessary 

development in theatre nuclear system of Europeo30 Not-
, 

"Jithstanding these dissensions, the US Government is still 

going for '!NF deployment. HO\'lever, the different perception 

of the us, SoViet Union and ''lestern Europe has given rise 

to the i"NF controversy between the US and \'/estern Europe 

on the one hand and between the US and Soviet Union 

on the other hand. The subsequent chapter aims to shed 

light on the ''INF controversy. 

: 



CHAPTER II 

.THEA'lRE NUCLEAR FCRCES .,.. CON'lROVERSY 

The ':MF controversy is not only a controversy 

between the East and \fest but is also w1 thin the West 1 tself, 

i.e. between the US and 1 ts \'Test European partners. \nd.le 

the first aspect is understandable in the context of· the 

cold !\>mX' 'pol·i ties of the super powers. thE! latter is an 

unexpected but significant development much to the 

embarassment of the US policy-makers who constantly tried 

to convince and hoodwin~ the West Europeans of the 

ineVitable political and. strategtc need for iNF deployment 

by means of various concepts and doctrines. Even though 

the intra-alliance controversy \d.thin the NATO members is 
_'l. 

unexpected. nevertheless 1 t is not an entirely new 

one. 

It seems that in the mF controversy, there 

lies a common interest between the East and West viz. 

of achieving political balance through military means. 

The 'INF controversy particularly as a strategic tool haVing 

a war fighting capability both f01:' deterrence and as en 
I 

integral element in defensive operation in any conflict in 

Europa, is based on the tactics of • escalation', The 

- 24 .... 
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tactics of escalation is done by trading the so-called 

'bargaining chip' by each side \'rh1ch proVides grounds for · 

both to go £or further development to maintain mi11 tary 

balance and hence poli. tical balance. In suoh a system, both 

sides have acknowledged 'INF as a tangible link bet\teen the 

conventional and strategic weapons. The escalation· tactics 

appears to be a never ending process as 1 t 1 s assumed that 

the opponent \1.1.11 ever reach the level of 1 ts rivalry in 

pursuing the same tactics of escalation. 1 Thus. w'hen :L t seems 

that the us is deploying forces to have an edge over the 

Uss:t, the latter will try to reach the level of 1 ts rival 

by follo\-.i.ng the tactics of escalation. The US, in turn, \'lill 

go for 1 escalation matching• \'lhich will place further burden 

of escalation on the enemy. 2 It 1 s to be noted that both 

the tactical, conventional and strategic as well as 

Eurostrateg1c forces, are involved in such an escalatory 

process. Here lies the real threat of escalation to the 

secur1 ty of Europe~ 

From the point of vie\·T of the US, the escalatory 

process is essential to assure credibility of their strategy. 

It is also to be noted that if the USS\ reached a strategic 

parity as stipulated in the SALT agreement, the US strf\tegy 

See Lord Zuckerman. ~t Jzs I~~n ApocaJ.msg.No""t 
{LO"l~on: Nottingham• ), P• 2 o 

1 

2 Bernard w. Roger. "Greater Flexibility for NATO• s 
Flexible Response''• st;r~gic R~ew (Washington), 
vol. 11, no. 2, Spring 1 3, p. 2o 
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in the theatre is unworkable. Therefore, the US has to 

involve also the Soviet Union in the process of escalation 

\•Thien can be easily done by raising the nuclear threshold 

of Western Europe and thereby farce the latter to catch up 

the level of US strategic means. 3 The major aim of this . : . ' . 
policy (also implied· in the phraseology, in the specific . ' 

context of Europe, as • extended deterrence') is to deter 

Soviet Union outside the terri tory of USA \'lhich means 

indirectly to keep the Soviet Union w1 thin Europe 1 tself~ 4 

The ultimate result is that the European theatre becomes 

more tense \-11th mul t1ple deployment of nuclear forces, 

ironically "11th the aim of :na1ntain1ng EurOpean security. 

The tacit understanding bet\oreen the super powers, 
~ ' 

in pro~acting the 'INF eon trover sy as a tool of maintaining 

a strategic control over Europe is all too apparent. Despite 

the convergence of tactical interest of the super pO\-ters in 

maintaining the '!WF controversy, there are glaring differences 

at the technica+ and practio:ll levels of 'lNF negotiations. 

The points of difference are related w1 th t\'10 basic aspects 

namely, (1) the defenition or classification of TNF, (11) 

the question of LR'lNF .modernization. It is to be mentioned 

here that the controversy revolving around the two aspects 

3 See Herman K~hn, On Escal,t'lQJJ.·. Metaohor s ADd SoenatiO§ 
(New York: Hudson Insti tu e, 1965), p. 89. 

4 Ibid. 
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has also been utilized to prolong the 'lNF controversy 1 tself 

and postpone the possible ~greements of arms control. 

Before describing the particulars of '!NF contro­

versy, 1 t is useful to have an idea of generally h0\'1 a 
" ' 

controversy i.s emerging 1n a normal situation. Arthur 

Schopenhauer has explained this as: 

A and B engaged thinking in common ••• 
and A perceives that B' s thoughts on the @ 
sa.'l]le subjects are not the same @ h1 s own; as 9 
he does not begin by revising his om process • 
of thinking, so as to discover any m1 stakes 
vtb1ch he may have made, but he assumes that 
the mistake has occurred in B' s. 5 

And BlU: also thinks in the \'lay miatmderstand1ng A's 

intention. Thus, from the above definition 1 t follOt1s that 

a controversy in 1 ts true sense, emerg~s out of mutual mis-

. understanding or miscalculation of the each other's 

intentions and motives. But, the TNF controversy between 

super pOt'lers cannot cane under the .purView of such an 

explanation of controversy due _to its strange nature. It 

appears as a controversy not based on mutual misunderstanding 

but on the tacit and, in a sense, secret collaboration 

between the parties engaged in 1 t. There is a mutual 

understanding to protvect a particular negotiation which may 
T\. 

possibly limit their global designs for power. It is also 

5 Arthur Schopenhauer, The Art of Contr:ovE£S,X (London: 
swan, 1806), P• 20. 
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evident from the moves of both the super powers that, for 

keeping Europe a.s a buffer bet\-reen their O\'Jn terri to;-ies 

through constant deployment of forces under the ~P of 

security, they are using 'INF negotiation as a means to 

achieve the end of TNF controversy. Against this background, 

let us deal \'lith the so-called '!NF c~ntr~ver.sy bot~ in 1 ts 

technical anq practical aspects. 

As tha Guardian has observed, the fundamental task 

in TNF negotiation "is to decide which missile rank as 

theatre ,.,eapons, then to see \'thether a balance already 
' 

exists or not, and then to achieve balance at a lO\feE' 

level". 6 Let alone the a~pect of 'lNF ·balance· in 'w'lbich both 

the super povters fears threat fr.Qil each other implying the 
'' ~ 

6 The Guargt.an Weekly (London) • 13 December 1981. 
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Ho\'lever, an apparent 'flay ou~ to this controversy 

\'laS anerged fran SALT-II negotiation. According to the 

Article IV-8 o.f the SALT-II treaty, the • accepted definition 

:of 'INF' to both the super powers is as follo\-rs: 7 

( 1) a narro,., definition that covers only American and 

Soviet Long Range Theatre Nuclear Forces (LR~F) 

with a range beyond 100 km, especially· the SoViet 

ss-20, the Backfire and American SLBr~s, Forvrard 
' 

Based Systems ( FBS) and future EJ'Ound-launched 

Cruise Missiles ( GLCM); 

(11) a medium definition that includes the TNF o£ third 

countries .. France, Great Br1 tain; 

(111) a \"Jide defini t1on that compri.ses all sub-strategic 

systens presently deployed in the geographic 

boundaries of Europe or targeted against Europe. . . . 

The first narrow-definition precisely has been 

intended to point out the differences in force ccmposi tion, 
. ' 

capability and mission.. Most of the Soviet I.R'IiiFs, NATO's, 

SR 'INFs or battle fieid nuclear forces, and the American 

Poseidon Submarine Based Ballistic t"l1ss1les (SLBMs) 

allocated to the SACEUR are. in the View of Soviets, to be 

included in the. TNF-categories. t-1oreover, all NATO• s 

7 Quoted in Syed Jafar Raza Bilgrami, SALT-II.: A 
:aa;tanoe 2f Amb~valencQs (1. e\'1 Delhi: Intellectual 
Books, 198 i) • P• ~40; · 



aircraft and missiles have v&r1able ranges and many may carry 

either nuclear or conventional warheads which permit thEm to 

be u-sed for tactical, theatre, or strategic m1 ssionso~ These 

forces (systems) with multiple function, cut across the 

distinctions which have long been .maJ.ntained by the US and 

NATO nuclear doct1;'1nes. And they have been labled as • (#ey 

area• weapon systems in which. the amb1gu1 ties pose the 
7. 

problems both for negoti~ting the level of forces and its 

verification. Cruise t-11ssiles present special d1fficul ties. 

because they are small, easily concealed, can carry either 

conver,,ional or nuclear \'Tarheads from variety of plat-... 

forms. 9 

Under such a defini t1on, both the US and Soviet 

Union have had the convenient post t1on to go w1 th their 

O\ltl. acquisi t1on against each other., The Soviet Union argues 
' . 

that the ne\oJ barren phrase Viz. 1NF., in accordance w1 th the 

'narrow defini tion•, appears to have concealed the miracle 

weapons v1h1 ch existed already at the triad system -- land, 

sea, and air based -- Of the United States in and around the 

NATO countries. They argue further that because of concealing 

of all other weapons assigned to use as theatre forces, tbe 

8 See John Barry, "Just t.fho is Deterred by Deterrence?" 
The Times (London), August 1981, P• 12o' 

9 Richard K. Betts, ed., kfuise M~ TechQoloq, 
·stratggy., PoJ.1tigf (\ia. shington:TheEook1ngs 
Institution, 1981 , · P• 127 •. 
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new drive has been reportedly started in naming all eXisting 

forces as 'lNF. But, so far as the American strategists are 

concerned• they do not accept this vitn1. For, according to 

them• these weapons are said to have been there with a 

range o,f 1,000 km, agreed in the first defiru ~on and 

ther~fore, they 'cannot be included, in the TNF' categories as 

also the weapons that could attack M,oscow from Europe, as the 

Soviets are denanding. 10 

So far as the second def1ni t1on 1s concerned the 

sov1 et Union has been asking for the lnclusi on of the 

intermediate range nuclear forces (INF) deployed in Chin~ 

France and Great Britain, in add! t1on to that of the us. 
Moreover, they reject the Us notion of branding all the 

SS..20s as TNF. 11 However, as if they 'generously act in 

accordance with the medium defini t1on, the SoViet Union has 

reportedly accepted to remove sane SS.20s equivalent to the 

numbers deployed by France and Britain. But, \!'rhat the US 

has been arguing 1 s seriously to be the case of geo-

strategt c position. According to than. these forces are 

separate and cannot be included in us-soviet TNF agreement 

because the British and French are not officially participating 

10 See ibid., PP• 124-7o 

11 See Lawrence Freedman, "The Dilemma of Theatre Nuclear 
Arms Control", Sur'iQ.J1M, vol. 3, no. 1, September­
October 1961, PP• 2-10o 



.in the 'lNF negotiation. 12 

Thirdly, the wide def1ni tion was accepted by both 

the SoViets and. most of the Europeans agree that all the 

forces which are deployed and targeted at Europe both East 

~d West are TNF. And, therefore, the Soviet Union has 

stressed that all sub-.strategic systems or Euro-strateg1c 

systems both the US fOrward based missiles as well as SS.20s 
' ·- J. 

together w1 th the British and French 1NF wh1ch are assigned 

for the use as battle field forces should be accepted as 

TNF. However, the US has pointed out that· the forces which 

are presently deployed in the geographic boundaries of 

Europe should only have to be added.. . Therefore, according to 

the reasoning of the American analysts, there are no American 
.. 13. 

TNF in Europe. The Americans used to hold such a tactical 

view. l!'or instance, Ricllard Burt professing ignorance 

writes: "if a decision is made later this rear to base a 

new American missile in Europe, 1 t would be the. first ts.me 

the United States deployed a l'.reapon in Europe with the 

specific aim of attacking the Soviet Un1on*'. 14 It can only 

be said that such reports are only a part of the false 

12 Ibid., P• 6.' 

13 Richard Burt, _0 The ss-20 and the Eurostrategic Balance" 
}'lot;ld Tod.g, vol. 33, no. 2, February 1977, pp. 4,._51. 

14 Richard Burt, "West is Considering Missiles for EurOpe 
to Hit SoViet", Ke\f York TimJU!, 20 January.1978. 



propaganda or misrepresentation of facts - a common strategy 

followed meticulously by both. the su.per powers. The report 

1s wrong as it omits the present NATO a1rcraft-del1vered 

LR'!NFs, the medium ranged missiles like Th.or and Jupiter . ~ 

based in ~ope during 1950-1960, and the B-47 based in Europe 

in the past as well as the deactivated mace m1 ssiles. 15 

· Be:~that as it may, the differences between the 

super powers even on the so- called • accepted definitions' 
' . 

indicate the magnitude of technical difficulties involved 

ln the very first step for arms control. l-1oreover, they 

also show the strategic significance attached by the supe:r 

powers over different types of weapons which, 1n fact, 

induce them to exclude or conceal certain categories ot 

TNF. Naturally, those defini t1ons are turned out to be 

noth1ng but mere reference points for further efforts for 

searching acceptable defini t1ons for both the sides which 

has to be only a ccmpromise. As it is obvious, even such a 

· compromise is w·or.kable only when the super powers f1nd 1 t 

as advantageous for their own strategy which may sa~ifice 

the interests of the third party viz. the Europe.f16 However, 

the· contrCNersy over the de.fini t1on and classification is 

continuing still today. 

15 Ibid. 

16 See Syed Jafar Raza Bilgram1 0 n. 7, pp. 46-102. 
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Even assuming that the controversy over the 

defini ti.on of 1NF can be resolved the possib111 ty of 

achieVing tile next step Viz. the seeing o! actual balance 

of weapons deployed by both the super powers and deciding 

on the appropriate balance at the lowest level, 1 s rather 
. . ' 

bleak. It 1 s because of the contrary assessment of both 

-·the US and Soviet Union in which they try to underestimate 

their own nuclear build-up but overestimate the other. 

In fact, this ·1s a controversy somewhat related w1 th the 

first coniroversy. The contrary assessment of each otner• s 
. . 

nuclear capability which tends to confuse the world public 

regarding the real magnitude of arms build-up 1s indicated 

by the following Table-III. It is discernible from the 
' 

table that the US has not included the forces deployed by 

1 ts allles whereas the Soviet Union has included in its 

assessment. Besides, the numbers Of .forces deployed by . 
both of then differs from the estimatlon of each othero 

~he new phase of the 1NF controversy arose 

after the NATO Foreign Ministers Meeting of 1979 which 

decided for a ~g-Range Theatre Nuclear Forces (I.R1NFs) 

Modernization for West Europe. Although this con1roversy 

is basically between the US and Soviet Union, later it 

emerged as a controversy not only between the NATO and 

wro, but also w1 thin the NATO 1 tself. To under stand the 

controversy over the Us modernisation proposals, it is 



Table III 

us and SoViet Perspectives on the Intermediate Range Nuclear 
Balance 

Qntd~!;J:::=::~ soViet Qiiion: : westerii.· ;_ov:e~ A:~t 

Missiles 0 SS..20s 3l<O us Land-based missiles 

F;...JIII 
Fighter-bombers 

ss-4s fighter bomb- ss-2os, SS..5s, 
ers 164 ss-4s and SS...5s 250 F-III 172 

F-4s 265 SS.12s and SS...22s 
Sub-missiles 

FB-I II 65 
100 t-I edium-range 

A-6s and A-7s 68 F-4 246 .bombers( Backfire~ ss-N-Ss 30 Badger~ blinder) 
F-B III s (stationed iU-26 Backfire A-6, A-7 240 

in us for Eurepe) 63 bombers 45 UK 
TU-16 Badgers and Polaris 
TU-22 Blinders · 350 missiles 64 

SU-17_. SU-24, and Vulcan 
MIa... 27 £1 ghter bombers 55 
bombers 2700 

France 
Land-based 
missiles 18 

Submarine 
missiles ao 

Mirage-4 

98lf fota! 560 3si~ 
l be!i£§ To 

Cited in Robert c. Gray, "Nuclear Strategy and Arms Control : Chall~ges for US Polioytt~ 
Headline SerVice, no. 261, Foreign Policy Association, Washington, 1983, Po 14o• 

496 

18 

\>1 
\11 

461 

975 
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useful to list the main planks of the modernization 

programme. They are as follows: 17 

.... Pershing II and· ~ound-launcned cruise 
m1 ssiles would be deployed in Europe. 

- The total number deployed would be dependent 
on whether the us~ ag eed tor the limitation 
of 1 ts European ffi'mFe. 

- As many as 11000 older 1N\'is would be w1 thdraun 
from the US--NATO 1NW stockpile, {)rimarily 
short-range systens desil:Jled for use on 
NATO terri tory. 

- The tactical aircraft component of US For\fBX'd 

Based Systems in Europe might also be 
el1mited. 

In brief, the I1ATO decided force modernization to 

replace existing American Pershing..IA missiles deployed in 

the Federal Republic of Germany with 108 new, longer range 

Per sh1ng-II launchers. In addition, 1 t was agreed that 464 

ground launched cruise missiles {GLa-is) with a range of 

2, 500 kilaneter s would also be deployed on the terri tory of 

a number of NATO countries -- West Germany, Britain, Italy, 

the Netherland and Belg:Lum (See the Table I in Chapter 1) .• 

All the new missiles :will have single \'far-heads and together 

will replace 572 warheads already deploy~. Besides, 1,000 

theatre nuclear warheads will be wi thdra'Wtl fran EurOpe 

as part of the modernization package. 
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The Soviet• s response to NATO decision th.ougb. cool 

in nature. i ~ nevertheless threatening in 1 t.s effect. In a 

eommunique following a two-day meeting of \'larsaw Pact 

Foreign Ministers in East Berlin on 5-6 Decanber 1919. 1 t 

was said: "The acceptance of a proposal for tb.e production 

and deployment of new types of American-made missiles 

_would destroy the basis for negott·attons." 18 Referring to 

the tactical motive as well as the weak point 1n the American 

move CorteViev, a SPD spokesnan, notes that the attempt to 

explore substantive posi t1on and negotiating possibilities of 

NATO decision seem~)to have made US to emphasise "on the 

military approach which is a poor substitute for diplomacyn. 19 

As a part of this initiative, the West made a commt"tment to 

negotiate ,.n.. th the soviet Union in Intermediate Nuclear 

Forces. In this respect, the American st.rategy of bargaining 

from strength in accordance with their dual-track strategy, 

ts evident. The dual or t\.go..track strategy,, in simple terms, 

means that further deployment on the pretext of modernization 

proceeds simultaneously \d. th negotiations for arms control. 

The US threat of deployment which 1s said to have emerged. 

18 See Prayda (Moscow) • 6 December 1979. 

19 Corteviev, 0 \vhat Can President Reagan And The 
Europeans Expect Fran One Another at, AtlantiC( I¥g,tu1;@ 
for IDW»ationaJ.. AU_air__g (Paris) , 4 February · 98 · t 

2 • P• Oi .· . 
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from 1 ts perceived threat to European security due to the 

ss-20 st 1 s used to underpin the bar gaining power of US in 

TNF negotiations. The diplomatic and tactical necessity 

for the dual-track decision has emerged because of the 

commi iment made by the NATO to seek arms control negotiations 

and interest of the US to seek a military balance in 

Europe. 20 f·1ore importantly, under this decision, the us 

proposed for negotiation in the reduction of intermediate 

land.oobased missiles at the first instance and subsequent 

discussions for other types of missiles. 21 

The dual-track decision, in recent years, gave 

birth to what is known as 1 zero option•. Zero option 

means that there is no other option for the Soviet except 

to dt.smantle their ss-20, ss-.4, and ss-5 missiles in order 

to stop the us deployment of Pershing-!! and Ground 

Launched Cruise fJI1ss1les (GLCMs) and conversely, the OS 

is having no other option except to go forward v4th 1 ts 

deployment proposal if the Soviet Union is not accepting 

for dismantling all their land-based missiles. President 

Reagan in a speech to the.Press Club, Washington, on 

18 November 1981, explains the :fundamental element of 

• zero option' as: ttThe United States 1 s prepared to cancel 

20 Interrmt1ona1 Hgrald Tf~bune, 19 October 1979. 

21 International Cemmunicatiori Agency, r.er~AA!A 
frggranune for Pe.ftPJ! (New Delhi, 1981 , pp. 3-11o 
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its deployment of Per shing-II and Ground Launched Cruise 

M.issiles if the Soviet will dismantle their BS-20, Ss-4 

and SS..5 miss1les~ 22 

But the Soviet Union Viel>TS the US 'zero option' 

as a proposal for only a unilateral. Soviet disarmament, as 

80 per .cent of their mlssiles are land-based. According to 

the Soviet, the so-called 'zero option' does not include 

both the sea and. air-based missiles of the US as well as 

the intermediate nuclear forces of Brt tain and France. 

Under such circumstances, if the Soviet Union reduces or 

dismantle i ts.land-based system,. its strategic balance will 

be seriously affected 1trbieh will naturally put their seeuri. ty 

at stake. 23 r-~·oreover, the Soviet strategists argued that 

the Pershing-Its should be considered as strategic weapons 

as it is capable of hitting Mosco\>r. Therefore, the SoViet 
; 

Union refused to accept the US proposal. Ho\-rever, the door 

\fas not yet closed for .negotiation. In response to US 

• zero option', President Yurt Andropov explains the 

Soviet• s position in th1 s regard: 

\qe prepared, among other things, to 
agree that the Soviet Union should 
retain in Europe only as many missiles 
as are kept ther~ Britain and France 
- and not a single one more •••• This 
would be a really honest zero option 
as regards medium range missiles. 2.4 

22 Ibid., P• So 

23 New York TJ.mes, 12 December 1979. 

24 International Het"a1d T.r;ibun.~. 22 December 1982. 



Due to this diserepencies, later the US eame out 

with a draft treaty kno\m as "walk in the woods". . This 

proposal vras worked out in July 1982 by Paul Ni tze. who 

led the US negotiations at Geneva talks. 'Walk .in the 

Woods' proposal envisaged seeking equal ceilings for b~th 

sides• medium-range nuclear weapons in the European 

theatre. The package included the following proposals: 25 

... Each. party would have 225 such nuclear 
weapons systems consisting of 75 missiles. 
launchers and 150 nuclear-capable aircraft. 

- The United States would have 300 nuclear 
warheads on cruise missiles .in Europe, 
while the Soviet Union would have 225 
warheads; all on SS.20s, which meant 
75 mi ss11es. 

- There would be a ee111~g of 9> SoViet 
missiles in A,.sia. 

- British and French missiles would not be 
counted. 

A1 though the package was rejected by both the 

Kremlin and the US Defen·ce Department, a new draft treaty 

for interim solution· emerged out of the controversial 

• walk in the woods' proposals. \-lh11e responding to the 

interim 'treaty, the SoViet negotiator; · Yuri Kr1st1nskey 

25 O.N. Mehrotra. "Reconsideration of N1 tze• s Euro­
missile Package"• sgateglc An5WJsU. (New Delhi), 
vol. 7, no. 6, September 1983, P• ~. 
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again insisted US to consider only t~e existing forces. and 

its reduction in Europe. But, the American negotiator, 

Paul Nitze, refused to accept SOViets posit1on, as commenting 

that the SoViet side continued t() insist .on 'their one--sided 

propos~ 'VA thout considering either zero, or low or equal 

limits ;of their. proposals. 26 

However, 1 t is difficult to ignore the fact that 

both. sides seem to be one-sid.ed in their proposals keeping 

each other's interest as infalliable. While the us ~1ants to 

include the land-based missiles fo~ negotiations by its 

deployment threat but fails to include the Bri t.isb and 

French missiles as also 1tssea and air-based 'VIeapons 

systemsj the SOViet Union w.l th most o~ 1 ts m1 ssiles on land 

does not concede to the proposal as it will not only weaken 

1 ts military balance but also weaken 1 ts position in .future 

arms control talks particularly on the sea and air-based 

weapons~ Z1 Despite the .fact that they have had controversy 

over many issues related with 'INF, efforts were made 

continuously to go for negotiations. The Geneva talks 

began in 1983 w1 th the hope of resolving at least some 

differences. By 26 October 1983, that is in between 

Geneva talks, SoViet Union offerf3d to reduee its intermediate-

26 See 1b1d •• pp. 468-71o1 

27 Gum:dtan w~., 29 October 19B3o 
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range nuclear forces facing Surope from 450 to about 14o 

modern S8-2Bs. Also, the Soviet Union agreed not to 

deploy their ss-20s 1n Asia, if there \'lere no American 

deployments in December 1983. 28 But the us rejected this 

offer. and ha~ starteQ. deploying crUise missiles in UK 

on ·15 December 1983., As a result the .SoViet Union walked 

out ot the INF negotiation at G.eneva. Rega.t'ding the 
. ' ' ' 

implications of the current situation of 1NF negotiations 

in particular and arms control in general, Raymond L. 

Garthoff has noted that -

the political hallabaloo that can be expected 
to attend the end of the negotiations on 
medium-range missiles and the start first 
of American and then of new SoViet missile 
deployments will no doubt contribute to the 
.further deterioration of American-SOViet 

• g{:it~:: -~~ g~::t~i~-~.-:::f~::~::P- X 
relations as \fell. There seems 11 ttle doubt 
that we can expect a period of still h1 gb.er 
tensions, in \'lhieh unexpected crises will be 
still more dangerous. 29 · 

The various controversies between the two super 

powers and each other's unyielding nature has finally 

oulminated in the impasse 1n 1NF negotiations. The history 

of 1WF negotiations leaves the impression that the arms 

build up has incre~sed rather than decreased after eaoh such 

28 See Raymond L. Gartho:f£, 11US..SoV1.et Relations"., 
'ttatftBi.C Dig1§ (Ne"r Delhi) 1 vol, 13, no, 121 December 
983, PP• 788• • . 

29 Ibid., P• 788. 



negotlat1on. Slnce the us bas already gone for deployment 

on a # a.duated pace0 the SOViet Unt.on ,411 al.so follOW 

su1 t in further deployment. All tb.eso amounts to the 

tnevl table tens1on in the EurOpean theatre. Iron1,cally 
fl 

enough, tbe compets. ttve sp1r1 t of arms bUild. bet\'toen the 

super p~s 1s grO'td.ng Ul'lder- the veil ot arms control 
' . ' 

negot1attons.. However, they tried tor compromise type of 

arms control in 'JNF nego:t1atlcm veering th.c:reby trcm the 

European perspective on arms control.so Tho '!NF controversy 

1 s nothing but a ' simple l1nkage' beween the us and SOV1et 

Union wblcb can turttler th&U' alm of reactd.ng polt.tical.. 

terms t.r.L tn each other.,, In this respect, Tb.anas Costoek 

has rtgbtly observed.s rtEurope and arms control were among 

tho blghest priorities of the wper pO'tle're at tbG ttuu:J0 

not because ot any aenus.ne interest but they provide oppor• 

turd ties for a ntemporary · confluGftce of pr1ot1 't1 lntc'ests lll 

reacb1ng agreements throu;b QQJ.lpraniseo32 

Accard1ng to the 'tlest Europeans the 1WF controversy . 

poso4 by super powers has been assumlng ever-increa&lns 
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fundamental significance. It has to be resolved for creating 

a conduct ve climate for arms control negotiations. But, 

technically they cannot participate in the TNF negotiations 

as arms deployment decisions are out of their control even 

though they are a party to,the,NA'l'O decisions. HO\Irover, they 

differ- and even crit1eize.certa1n·pol1cies of cr-ucial 

importance from the point of viet·r o! European security. 33 

:Before dealing with the West-\~est controversy 

emerging prim~11Y. ~9Ul the diffet"ing p~spectiv-es of US 

and NA'ro Europeans, 1 t 1 s necessary to note certain important 

implications of the controversy 1 tself. Even though they 

were party to many decisions of deployment .from the beg1nn1n& 

they have disputed with the US on crucial points of .such 
·, 

decisions, and were successful in making US to canpromi se 

w1 th their own views. The glaring instance is the flexible 

response strategy ot 1967 in which US was made to accept the 

significance of stzoategi.c weapons. More importantly, both. 
c.. . 

US and USSt tried .to misle~ the Europ~ans both the. East and 

West with false propaganda and misr~presentation of :f'.acts 

which bas been mentioned earlier. Europeans are misled by 

various techniques of the .super powers like discrepancies in 

language, discrepencies in perceptions of threats, discrepan­

cies between the declared policies an~ real pra~tice.'4 

33 SIPRI, ,IFacticaJ. NUclear Wrap,§ ; JH:Op§ftil P~speCtiU§ 
(London: ~aylor and Franc s, , 978), pp. 125- • 

34 See Gwyn Prins, D~~ed to Deat);} (New York: Penguin 
Books, 1983), PP• 35o· 
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Lord Chalfront says in this context: 

People have been inoculated by the use 
of language, almost narcotic in 1ts· •• c." 
oomplex1 ty, against the appalling r eal1-
zat1on of what lies behind such concepts as 
selective strike, collateral damage and 
flexible response. 35 . 

The differing assessment of each other's nuclear 

capabilities aims not only to confuse themselves but also 

the Europeans. For an instance, \'tb1.le President Brezhnev 

asserted that the SoViet Union had 975 medium.;.,range 

systems compared wtth NA'IO* s 936, t\'TO weeks later, President 

Reagan claimed that the SoViet Union had a six-to-one 
6 l. ead. 3 As a matter of fact, the various estimates of 

nuclear weapons in Europe have to be taken w.i.th a pinch 

of salt as they are only rough estimates and sometimes 

turn out to be mere ~ue ... htimates. But, the irrefutable 

fact remains that the arms build up of both super powers is 

dangerously high and it appears that they do not have any 

intention of reducing 1 t. Finally, 1 t is to· be emphasized 

that th.e West Europeans do not lla.ve identical views and 

they are differing in tb.eir cri tteism. 

35 Lot"d Chaltront, nNew Dimensions of Nuclear Madness", 
The Times (London), 25 Jul.y 1977 •· 

36 InternQJiion~ H$1£a1d 'lribun~, 22 December 1982. 
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Even though West Europeans becane subject to mis­

information and pol1 tical coercion due to their .membership 

in NATO, they started understanding, after long years of 

their experience, the tactics of the two super powers to 

keep. Europe under a virtual strategic control. 37 There is a 

gro\'t:lng real1 sat1on that Europe has been used by the two 

super powers as a stage for their show of might, and thereby 

insulating their ?wn terri tortes fran any immediate effect 

of ..,mr. According to them, the ,.mole 1liF' controversy between 

the super powers cen1res round the issues of 'superiority or 

parity', 'vulnerability', •veri.tiabili ty•, and 'Euro­

strategy'. The very issues precludes a common meeting 

ground unless the super po,.rers ,v-ork to their conscience to 

establish peace by sacrificing their mania for pO\fE.r. 38 

As a matter of fact, the origin of the West-West 

controversy can be traced to the 1950s when the West Europeans 

started questioning the ct'edibili ty of the Us doctrine of 

'Massive Retaliation' in the face of SoViets• eq_uali ty w1 th 

US in nuclear capabilities. Again, when US planned a shitt 

of empha.si s to conventional weapons, NATO menber s again 

disputed. As it is noted already, US nuclear strategists 

37 

38 Ibid., P• 74. 
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were hectic in inventing and 1nnovat1ng various concepts 

essentially to revive the credibil1 ty of us strategy and 

assuage the Europeans. This has ~inated in the adoption 

/ of 'Fl.exible Response Doctrine• by the NATO members wh1eh 

1. s nothing but compromise between the US and European 

views. Under this doctrine, a strategic option ~s 

emphasized by US which allowed ·the "unnecessary and un­

\·:anted \·reapons" in Europe.39 However France unsatisfied. 

with this policy as well as the American tactics of extended 

deterrence in Europe, decided to wi thdra\'1 fran all m111 tary 

decision o! NA;'Q. though 1 t: still retains 1 ts NATO 

membership. This is the first ~er tangible evidence of 

the contradiction· '\'Jithin NATO. It is because of tlie vested 

interests ot the pOlrer contenders. The common interest is 

~based on their mutual desire to cane to term politically. 

f><'~ To achieve EJUCh a political balance, 1 t seems advantageous 

to prot'!ct the twF controversy and thereby sacr1f1c1ng the 

European interest. The vlest Europeans did not miss to 

convince this tactics of the super powers. Rece~tly, even 

other members of NATO began· to question ·and er1t1etse the 

valid1. ty of ~exi ble response doctrine. More importantly, 

Europeans are not seeing eye to eye w.t th the US in the 

39 See Walter P1neus, ttA Needless crisis 1n Europett, 
GufWQian Jf~~· .s June 1983. P• 16. 



question of LRl!~F modernization. The notewc:.rthy feature of 

this recent controversy 1s that 1 t has emerged out of a 

clear understanding of the full implication of such a policy 

:tor the \fhole European securitY both in the shori;.run and 

long-run. Even a casual observer of the European theatre 

cannot miss the fact that the intra-alliance controversy 

w1 thin NATO is increasingly mag1ified as· a direct outcome 

of the decept1 veness of 'l.NF controversy bet't.1een the t\-JO 

super powers w1 th their tacit Under standing based on 

escalatory tactics. Therefore, in order to conceive the 

West-West controversy in 1 ts totality, 1 t is indispensable 

to keep in mind the tacit under standing between the two 

super powers in prot~cting the iNF negotiation and its 

manifestation in the course of their mF controversy 

1 tself. 

The nuclear \-reapons deployed and atockp11~ for 

last so many years in Europe, though never been used so far, 

their very presence increase the tension in the theatre 

thereby jeopardizing severely the European seeuri ty. 1NF 

does not seem to improve the security of Europe in any 

real sense as its deployment is an ever inC!' easing phen~enon 

wh1ch mars the possibility o.f arms control. In this 

context, Alain Enthoven, a former key per son in the American 

Department of Defence r..as categorically stated; "~aetieal 



nuclear weapons cannot defend Europe; they can only destroy 

1 t. u40 But wh.y the super powers are still ins1 sting on 

TNF deployment in Europe? 

Despite the fact that the West Europeans have 

long been brain-washed by the US through the use of various 

doctrines of the need for ':INF deployment in Europe for 

assuring 1 ts security, allied. concerns about the cred1.b111 ty . . . 

of deterrence and the reliab111 ty of the United States . . 

have revived differences over specific deployment and over 

defence doctrine in general. These differences have 

c~tributed to the intra-alliance tensions between the US 

and ~ome European members of NATO. 41 The controversy over 

the December 1979 deei sion to deploy new long-range 

theatre nuclear weapons retlects a crisis of popUlar 

confidence in the consequences of continuing a strategy 

of first use of nuclear weapons by NATO. Many in, West 

Europe see the ne:w theatre weapons as making the use of 

nuclear weapons on European soil more than less 

likely. 

More important and sit?Pifieant is the debate over 

the validity .of "flexible. response", the official NATO 

strategy concerning the use of theatre or tactical nuclear 

40 Quoted 1.n Solly. Zuckerman, Nueyear I'lus1on§ ap.d 
Reali:it (London: Collins, 1982 , p. o. 

41 
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weapons against a SoViet conventional attack. Some argue 

that the purposefUl ambiguity of flexible response is in .fact 

1 ts principal strength both as a doctrine of deterrence and 

as a doctrine tor actual combat. 42 Others stress its 

declining <red1biltty, and urge ueater concentration on 
' . 

conventional defence to raise the nuclear threshold. Others 

would stress new thea:tre nuclear forces to restore a sense 

of nuclear balance in Europe. Still others fear that 

tinkering w1 th declaratory policy would be a dangerous 

procedure, reopening .old debates on strategy successfully 

papered over by the ambiguity of flexible response. In 

any case, the debate has been joined: the United States 

seems inclined to re-examine sane aspects of strategy. 

A recent example of this inclination within the 

United States 1s the call for a study on the mer1 ts of a 

NATO declaration of no first use of nuclear weapons. 

European members of NATO, on the other hand, are more 

inclined to forego any significant reexamination. This 

debate has produced in the United States, for the first time 

in a decade, sane resurgence of the view that US ground 

forces in Europe should be w1 thdrawn or reduced. \'iest 

Europeans c1 te this as further argument against a renev1ed 

debate on nuclear strategy. This warrants a close look at 

the ~tr a tegy. 

42 Ibid. 1 P• 16. 
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The major aims of the flexible response strategy both . . 43 
from the tactical and milt tary point of view are as .follows: 

- preventing the enemy fran achieving any 
meaningful advantages 

... inflicting h1.gh.er oosts on him than the value 
. ' 

he might expect to gain fr0t11 partial or full-
seale attacks on the US and ·its allies; and 

- leaving open the possibility of ending on 
exchange before the ~st escalation and 

.damage had occurred, even if avoiding 
escalation to mutual destruction is not 
likely. 

The very aims implies the escalation of arms race 

and importantly the .immediate danger to Europe rather tban 

usm. The follo~1.ng passage vr.l.ll shelf! much light on 

these points: 

Central to the strategy 1 s the concept of 
escalation, which serves multiple purposes. 
It links the US inter-continental nuclear 
forces to the defense of Europe through a 
series of escalatory steps11 demonstrating 
to the usm the potential engagement of 
inter-continental forces and reassuring 
Europe that America does not plan. for an 
extended war limited to Europe. At the 
same time it holds out the possibility that 
war might be terminated before escalating 
into an all-out global nuclear war 

43 ·See Solly Zuckerman. n. IIJ, P• 70. 
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reassuring the US that her leaders do not 
plan to 1nvi te SoViet nuclear attack· in 
the United States at the outset of conflicts 
in Europe. 44 

It is Clear fran the above that the US is tact­

fully using the policy to further its o-wn interest at the 

cost of West Europe. The lim1 ted war feasible under the 

stzoategy though save the US and US$ nevertheless inflict 

incalculable damage upon Europe. Studies on war games done 

in the 196os showed repeatedly that even under the most 

favourable assumptions about restraint and limitations in 

yields and targets, between 2 to 20 million Europeans would 

be killed in a limited tactical war w.l th widespread damage 

to the eeonany of the affected area, and a high risk of 

100 million deaths if the ,-m;r escalated to attacks on 

cities. Thus,· the flexible response strategy aiming to 

assure European security is having, at the same time, 

potential insecurity. 45 

Thust 1 t seems tbat the West Europeans' reserV&­

tion.s and demand tor the rigb.t to re-examine the nuclear 

strategy, is correct and justifiable. However, it has to 

be admitted that the West Europeans despite their 

44 James A. Tb.oms~1 '*Nuclear \1/eapons in Europe t 
Planning for NA'J.'U 1 s Nuclear Deterrent in the 1980s 
and 199:>s", .SUX:yly§!, vol •. 25, . no. 3, J~ay-June 1983, 
p. 99. ' 

45 See ibid., PP• 98-109.1 
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justifiable misgiving cannot confront US directly due to 

their NATO association. Thus the Wes1;-West cont:z-oversy 

being basically an intra-alliance controversy, cannot be 

taken to mean a direct conflict between the US and its 

\'Teatern partners. However, such disputes have already 

made enough impact upon the US policy makers to reconsider 

some important aspects or the NATO nuclear strategy in 

Europe. Moreover, the controversy is also having the 

potenti~i ty .for creating an atmosphere for European arms 

control negotiations. The UN bas asked the Eur~peans to 

participate in the arms control negotiations as without 

their representation European security interest cannot_ be 

taken full care of. 

• •••• 



' CHAPTER III 

A au 'l'IQUE OF ARMS CON 'mOL IN EUROPE 

The TNF controversy outlined in the preceding 

Chapter have provided the Europeans w1 th a clear under­

standing of their pos1 tion vis-a-Vis the super powers. As 

against the propagated notion that their security depends 

upon the nuclear arms deployed by the super powers, they 

~oncame to know the strategic and political dependence of the 

super powers on them to pursue their global strategy. This 

1 s evident in the continued deployment of arms in their 

terri tory by the super powers and thereby making Europe as 

a theatre to show their milt tary might \11. th 11 ttle or nQ 

concern for the European security. Moreover, due to the 

military alliances, they could not have an independent 

arms· policy and as such they became subserVient to the 

military deSi#Jls of the super powers. Triggered by the 
I 

recent us modernization effort implying further deployment 

and deterioration of security, the Europeans started 

devising mechanism to reduce tension 1n their reg:Lon arising 

out of accelerated arms race and its .future course. Since 

TNF issues are basically l.inked with the nuclear strategy 

-54 .. 
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of the US and USSt; the Europeans nave taken the 1n1 tiati ve 

to find a solution through genuine arms control negotia­

tions. 1 It is to be intermitted here tb.at the Europeans 

have been disputing the modernization efforts ever since 

1969, as it escalates arms build-up 1n th.e theatre. 2 The 

European strategy 1 s to participate 1n a mul t1lateral 

negotiations for European seouri ty as well as to mount 

pressure on the .super powers for genuine arms control 

both in strategtc and tactical weapons. In this chapter it 

1 s attempted to have a critical view of the actual process 

of arms control negotiations between tb.e super powers and 

the role of Europeans as a group in this regard. 

Before dealing w1 th arms control negotiation in 

recent years, 1 t is useful to nave an idea of the poll tical 

unification effort of the Europeans in the 196os, and. the 

super powers' reaction to .such an effort. .It calls for 

political unification among the European countries to favour 

an agreement on a:rms control. Kom:"ad Adenauer, the then 

Chancellor of West Germany has continuously asked all the 

NATO countries to consider the political goal of unification. 

Having real:Lsed. the need for political un:Lficat:Lon in the 

light of arms control negotiation w1 th East, the US Secretary 

1 See Karl E. Birnbaum, ed., Arms Con;ttoJ. ~ Europfi I; 
Problems fmd Ptosoects (Vienna: Austrian nsti tute for 
International Affairs, 1980), pp. :;.9• 

2 See Robert Lev gold, uThe Problem of European Seeuri ty", 
ProblE®s g. Cgmmuni§!!, January-February 1g]4, PP• 21•35. 
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of State John Foster Dulles, encouraged the tendency of West 

Europeans to"rards political unification. But, later the US 

strategists supposed that the Western move tor political 

o~(.e:~Jc. ~unification may lead NATO countries to ae.·eept the Eastern 
t.wf)~ e~t 3 
r ccnse.t~~ approach ,of nuclear freez~. Then the US turned cold to 

the European move. This undermines the Western idea ot 

maintaining their military detente w:i. th East for political 

security. In th1s particular issues of military detente, 

the Europeans have reportedly disputed among thenselves. 

Following these differences, the strategy of "crisis 

management" among NATO countries is emerged. Commenting 

such a strategy, Thoma.s Schelling said th.at 1 t led to West 

to a "complex of strategio-poli tical maneeuvres in a 

competition of risk taking". 4 

In this process, the United States have, among 

other things, assured the NATO for the political seeuri ty 

by maintaining theatre forces in a competition o.f risk 

taking \'li. th East.. Unlike the us, the East along w:t th SoViet 

Union responded this sort of Western move by indirectly 

fevtt;f J...' showing their interest for the political easemM·t, p~aytng 
crn-v~v~ '~ i 
L.w- \'\MI)~ thereby the \'/estern cards as in the early 196os. Int 

I \'"" ") -. . 
3 Ibid., Po 26-o' 

4 Thomas c. Schelling, "Nuclear NATO and the 'New Strategy'" 
1n Henry A. Kissinger, ed., Probl!imJil of Na.tional _§Ea;tegv 
(New York: Praeger, 1965), p. 173.1 -
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addition., they have also stressed the need for a European 

security confet'ence. But, the United States denied the 

Eastern demand far the security conference. Instead 1 t 
I 

wanted to go 'by the NATO proposal of a reciprocal force 

reductions - tallt for the arms control negotiation w1 th 

East, which was a 'hot line' approach balanced in scope 

and t1m1ng.5 The East along l'ti th Soviet Union have assumed 

that the \'/estern move may risk the Europeans' tendency of 

arms control due to 1 ts hot line approach. Commenting 

the us move Vidyesova noted that 1 t "d1 stract attention, 

lull ~he vigilance of socialist countries. and create a 

political climate favouring subversion aet1Vity".6 therefore, 

the not line approach, in the opinion of the Soviets, may 

mislead the Europeans. especially the East. And what their 

fear, above all, is that the Western strategy may work 1n 

the European theatre, which w1ll equally affect the Eastern 

notion for political easement with NA'l'O countries. It is 

to be noted that both the .sUper powers ignored the poll tical 

unification stt'ategy due to its potentiality to 11m:tt 

their actt.vities of arms race in Europe. 

Events of the last few years have reawakend an 

old concern in the NATO alliance: the role of nuclear 

5 Ibid~, p~ 174. 

6 See Robert Lev gold, n. 2t , P• 29o• 



weapons in Europe, especially those w1 th :range enough 

to reach. the Soviet 'Jnion, ·now called LRll~F or 'lNF, 

terms used interchangeably here. Th.e issue is as old as 

the alliance, running back to the debate in the 1950s 

over the role of what were then called medium (or 

intermediate) range ballistic missiles (M/IR Brr1s) in 

Europe. 

In th1 s process faced w1. th differences between 

Us and Soviet Union, the needless crisis that centred in 

Europe for the first time, seen to have sincerely con­

sidered at the twenty fourth session o! the United Nations 

General Assenbly in 1968. Much more attention has been 
" 

paid. to the question of bilateral arms control talks -­

SALT-- between USA and Soviet Union, pi'imal"ily stressing 

the problems of 'escalation* in European theatre. A 

preliminary discussion. as UN General Assembly advised 

the United States and Soviet Union to start, have been 

held in Helsinki fran 17 November to 22 December 1969. 

The second phase of bilateral negotiations resumed on 

16 April 19'70, has held on discussing an important issue 

of European theatre. There a canplete secrecy was reported 

to have been maintained in particularly during the 

discussion on these issues. However, both the powers among 

all other things,· reached an agreement on 25 May 1972.7 

\ ·7 See Foreign Policy Association, SALT II (Ne,.., York, 
\ 1979) t p. 5. 
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As a resul t 0 they have agt"eed to ratify the 

SALT-II, and seek a solution to European theatre. 

Negotiation began in 1974 at Vladivostok tbi ~tart wJ. th 

this process, of ratifying SALT II. Subsequently an agt-ee­

ment was reached on "ttle • general guidelines' for a SALT-II 

treaty that would guide 1NF negotiations till 1985.8 In 

e,~h~tl\ effect, they have accepted indirectly for the :auses that 

~~ disturbed arms contl'"ol agteements in Europe. 'rherefore, 

they appear to have, interested on certain issues so as to 

encourage Europeans• confidence for further development. 9 

However, wbile stressing this important move UN report 

notes the fact that brought Europeans together in the 

1970s viz. their .fortunes a1:•e tied up together in the field 

of arms control. 10 

Against this background• the new relationship 

in promoting Europeans detente and ensuring security and 

co-operation by joint international efforts have intended 

to make multilateral conferences and negotiations especially 

important. However, the transformation of European _ 

8 Ibid. 

9 See warner J. Feld, and John K. Wildgen, NATO and !M 
tflrmtJ.c nwngft ; retrcQtJ.<mz;!AA xuu31oas 

ondan: Praeger, 1982 , pp. 15o 

10 UN,. T~ Re1a~Qrsh1o bgj;>~m Disarmammt and Dtvel.ooment 
(New ork, 1SG2 , paras 2B-~o 
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tendency that brought . the East and West together in the mid 

15170s, have reportedly seen delayed, f'or sane obvious 

reasons, to get into the track of European detente in the 

early 1970s. Nevertheless. the Europeans Conference on 

security and co-operation {ECSC) among· thirty three 

European countries along with the United States and Canada 

has held in 197.5 at Helsinki. On 1 August 1975, the last 
. ' 

day of the conference, the leaders of the participating 

states have sitp.ed the 'Final Aetl, which covers a broad 

spectrum of the most urgent problems confronting the 

Europeans as well as tbe world. The result of the 

negotiations gave great scope tor European secUrity. 

Regarding the result o£ the Conference, President BrezhneV 

said that nthere are neither victors nor vanqUished, 

winners or losers", and therefore, "1 t 1 s gain for all who 

cherish peace and security. Its results may be beneficial 

beyond. Europe as well. tt 11 

In the conference, it was planned to cover all 

negotiations canpr1sed o£ great diversity of types. Mutual 

balanced force reduction (MBFR) talks have also been 

included among th.e multilateral negotiationso 12 It 1s 

i 1 us, Departmen.t of State, f!onfermee,on SeSW:itv. and 
~C.-;;;O::,o;;;.~p::lioila;:~at'-0!· ;:s.:i...:~~on~i~rL~Jfur~o~a~e....,;......,Jr,cjl.WU~=--letiiol!:ctw:o~-\ Wasliington, 
n.c., August 19751~ 

12 Ibid. 
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encouraging to note that subsequently President Brezhnev 

and Carter signed SALT II (Interim agreement) in which 

they have a#eed to "g1ve a powerful fillip" to European 

concerns :for arms control negotiation between 12 NATO and 

7 Warsaw Pact countries. 13 However, the United States and 

SoViet Union have reportedly played a diplomatic role 1n 

this process of encourag;i.ng- MBFR-talks between European 

nations. As a result, the Europeans--both East and West­

have got formidably a confusion in putting for\'tard their 

independent proposals. This was precisely in accordance 

w1 th ~he expectation of the two powers. Al thought, 

Europeans were faced w1 th the controversy on at"ms control 

issues, nevertheless as Admiral John M. Lee has noted., this 

_ event turned out to be "an opening window for arms contr-ol• 

in Europe. 14 It is because o~ the obvious reason that the . . 
big powers got. the common gound to demonstrate their 0'\'.1'1 

strategi.c thinking on negotiations w1 thou:t ~even crossing 

.. others. 15 

Thereforet having ccmmon int~est in maintaining . . 
the escalatory strategy as 1 t was accepted, at regular 

. -. 

14 See John r-1. Lee, "An Opening \'Iindow for Arms Con1:rol", 
Fore~m Af~ (Net'l YOl'k), Fcll 19791 P• 121 o' 

15 Ibidol 
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intervale. for the deterrent pol1oy· of nuclear deployment, 

they seem to have delayed the bilateral negotiations (SALT) 

insisting on the so-called technical issues of European 

theatre.; Especially, the United States appear to have 

as the Europeans think, much more .convenience for 

extending and modernising the nuclear forces while going 

hand-in-hand wi tb. Soviet nuclear strategy. On the part of 

Soviet Union, it is said to have welcomed the canmon 

strategy as 1 t provides the permanent sources of politics 

to utilise all the canplexi t1 es of \'lestern strategy. 16 

r-toreover, they have been convinced by their 0\'ln. 

reason that if the Europeans go ahead with their programmes 

for arm control in Europe, they themselves could not reach 

to possible solution as the bilateral talks--SALT or START-· 

plays vi t~ role in al.l levels of European concerns. ltnd 

therefore, according to them, the theatre .conflict has to 

be dealt in accordance with their interest of arms 

control, a~eement. An instance in this respeet is the 

INF negotiation done under the coverage of START--in 

Europe. Even though they have got differences o:t opinion 

at all levels of negotiation related with the theatre, the 

bilateral tal.ks have been accepted by both US and Soviet 

16 
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Union for the obVious reasons. This strategic coverage. 

as the Europeans think• is said to be a common' ground for 

negotiating ~opean interest of ~ms control in Europe. 

In other words, by using the nuclear language the super 

power tactics can be explained ass that the nuclear threshold 

of Europe should be raised so as to jeopardise the European 

·interest and. thereby get the theatre as a. front line tor 

their strateg1c play of pol1 tical option. 17 

Although the United Nations request for giVing 

importance to the European concerns have been under played 

by both the t1S and soviet Union for a while, nevertheless 

the European interest in arms con~ol negotiation have 

acquired 1 ts legitimacy in recent years. And also, 1 t is 

said that the strategic coverage is expected to cons14er 

the balance of national, regional and common .interests of 

the Europeans. In this context, the Western authors, 

DaVid Carl ton and Carlo Schaerf, recommend the notion .in 

finding the eommon interest of regional feeling on general 

agreement £or the real freeze ot nuclear arms. 'lhey .argue 

''~bether the fact that different states in Europe belong to 

two opposing blocs enhances their sense of security or not~. 

17 See Fred Charles Ikle, tt\vhat is Negotiation?" in 
Bruce L. Sanders and Alan c. Durbin, eds., 
i.fiX In~onal. fQ]J,~ : In~odysrx : ew for:ohn Wiley and Sons nc., ~971), 
Pe 38 II . 
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as a practical meaaure, there was general agreement that a 

freeze would vf!!t'y quickly result. 18 The practical measure 

tor arms control in Europe seems to reside with the Vienna 

negotiations Which .focus upon their common interest. To 

date, these negotiations have dealt almost entirely w1. th 

military manpower in central Europe With some additional 

consideration for the most threatening armaments on each 

side, namely Soviet tanks and American taet1cal nuclear 

weapons. 

Prior to the opening of th.e NA'ro ministerial 

meeting in Decenber 1979, n1ore than six years of negotiation 

in Vienna had led to a significant narrowing of the 

differences between the pos1 t1.ons of NA'l'O and the WARSAW 

pact. Agreement, at least in principle, had been achieved 

on four broad issues: 19 
' 

( 1) There would be a common ceiling of 900,000 soldiers 

tor both NATO and the \'larsaw Pact in an area cOOlposed, on 

the Western side, of West Carmany, Belgium, the 

N eth.erlands; and Luxemburg, and on the Eastern side ol 

Poland, Czechoslovakia, and East Germany. Furthermore, 

no more than 100,000 of these troops cOUld be ground 

18 David Carl ton and Carlo Scbaerf, The Ar_~s R!.2f -~ 
tl].e 198Q..a..(London: Tlte lJiacm1llan Press~td.,982), 
P• 2. . . -

19 Birnbaum, n. 11 P• 43o 
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un1 ts, \'11th the r,emainder assigned to support air 

missions. 

(2) The US and USS\ could reduce, according to a€J'eement 

their armaments in the region along the lines proposed by 

NATO in December 1975, in its so-called "option three" 

offer regarding arms reductions. Under this provision the 

SoViet Union has w1 thdra\m 1, 700 main battle tanks in 

exchange for US wJ. thdra'"al of 1,000 tactical nuclear war­

heads, 54 F-4 and nucleax--oapable aircraft, and 36 

Persh1ng I ballistic missile launchers. 

{3) The ceiling would .be collective f.or eaoh alliance 

w1 th each. .alliance ~eciding precisely how many troops would 

. be reduced by each country w1 thin the reg:Lon. 

(4) The reduction would take place in two phases. The 

first phase 'WOUld require the Soviet Union and the United 

States to wi ~hdra\'1 ground and air manpower trOlli :the region 

plus their armaments ''ihlch were to be reduced. Initially 

the Soviet Union would return 68,000 soldiers, while the 

Unt ted states would w1 thdraw 30,000 troops. In phase 

two, the other parti oipants would reduce the size ot 

their armies to reach the level of tpe comm~ ceiling. 

The review of implementation ot the Helsinki 

Final Act since then focussed largely to the mill tary 

action bet\.,een Eas~West. while the real spi.ri t of 
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confiden-ce to bind the relation and thereby feeling the 

sense of seeur1 ty was put aside. However, 1 t left certain 

impression among the participants to think about the 

confidence building measures (CBM) and 1 ts future endeavour 

to reduce the arms and to reduce the tension of -war. 

It is in this spirit, the emerged. European arms 

control ini t1ati ves moved tbe CBM issue to centre stage 

as cr1 tical to future arms control negotiations. Moreover, 

'CBI4 also becomes a major issue for the neutral and non­

aligned nations. As a result of 1 ts growing signif1cancet 

several CBM proposals' followed the Belgrade Conference. 20 

The second Review Conference of CSCE, met 1n Madrid and 

ensured· that particular importance will be gtven tor the 

att .. vmpt to gain acceptance of further CBM. In this 

conference~ there have been direct participants among the 

Benelux countries, ~Test Germany, GJR, Poland. and 

Czechoslovakia and those of geographically located 1n the 

potential treaty· area, plus countries haVing milt tary 
I 

forces based in that regt.on, including the United States0 

Canada, the Un1 ted Ktngdan and the SoViet Union. 21 

20 See excerpts from th.e Communique of the conference of 
the Poli t1 cal Con'sul tat1 ve Comm1 ttee of the War sa\1 
Pact 'lreaty r-tember States, Sury1xa1., t4aren..Apr11 . 
1979, PP• 80-87. 

21 Ibid., P• 86. 



67 

Indirectly, other participants include the remain­

ing NAIJX> and \var.sa\'1 Pact members except Portugal. Iceland 

and France. Whereas, CSCE addresses each participant 

separately as MB:m. 1s the primary bloo-to-bloc .forumo 22 The 

parallel approach thought by two presidents in their 

meeting at Moscow enhanced the importance .of the CSCE and 

MBFR in the late 1970s. 

However, in the later part of the 1970s, they 

met the stalemate and u1 t1mately g1 ven thetr concern for 

• asymmetry' t force reductions w1 th a balance in oftens1 ve­

defensive capab1li ties between the blocs. One of the most 

basic yet difficult tasks has been to define various 

categories of weapons systems and mill tary personnel and to 

determine h0\'1 many of each type every country maintains in 

the guidelines area (the geographic region defined as 

Theatre). Because of this drawback in conducting the 

effective talks between th.e East and Wes~ the Un1 ted States 

series ot proposals for C~1 t"as also included \'lithin f-1BFR 

agreement. t-1eanwh1le, the Soviet Union questioned the 

fundamental relations of the forces stationed in Europe. 23 

22 Christopher BertraJn, "'iiutual and. Balanced Force 
Reduction", Sira'J;§AC surye.x (London), 1978, 
PP• 121•3•• 

2.3 Richard Burt, .. Allies said to alert Troop - Talks 
Offer" • !1ew Xot)s hi.!l\Mt 15 Auf91st 1979o' 



In the course of developments on limi t1ng the 

nuclear weapons in Europe, the French Government also pro­

posed a general conference on disarmament during the 

Belgrade Conference in 1977.24 However, all the efforts 
I 

1n -trying for a ge~eral move, has repeatedly faced the 

dilemma over the issues o£. how to agree on strengths, that . . 

1 s, data concerning the opposing forces and their arms. 

As a resul tp the East. and West tried a~cordingly to their 

eoncm-ns,. as 1 t was expected by both the US and US~. 

In this course of MBFR, the NATO countries repeatedly 

proposed that US would, at the first instance, reduce 

29,000 men if the SoViets reduce 68,000 men including a 

tank army of 1, 700 tanks. And in the second stage, that 

both sides should accept a common ceiling of 700p000 troops 

for the ground foX'ces. To make the proposal more acceptable 

to Warsaw Pact, USA agroeed that tn add1 tion it would 

withdraw fran Europe 4,000 tactical nuclear warheads, 

54 F-4 aircraft and 36 Pershing I I"lRBMs (medium Range 

Ballastio Missiles). 25 

In responding to the NA'.ro' s proposal along w1 th 

its alli.es .us 1 s tactical move, the ~Iarsa\'r Pact countries 

24 See excerpts frQll the speech. by J&an Franeois-Poncet, 
French Minister of Foreign Affairs, before the 
National Assembly, 3 May 1979, P£stss.Jmsl ~formatigg 
DiYJ,.£op. (New Delhi: French Embassy,_ 1979 6~ 

25 Christopher Bertram, n. 22, PP• 121•3. 
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have proposed a symbolic reduction in the 1n1 tial stage of 

MBFR. According to the • symbolic reduction', both sides 

should reduce 20,000 men follolred by equal p_.eentage 

reduction of ground and air forces and nuclear delivery 

system by 15, P,er e~t (~n1 ~al~y 5 per cent followed by 

10 per cent). And the proposal also nave called for national 

sub-ceiling and have got lim1 ts for moderation of forces 

inside the reduction area, 26 Having denied the prOVisions 

suggested by NA1'0 in 1 ts 11opt1on three" proposals of 1975. 

the Soviet Union, in 1979, moved for a. "unilateral l4 thdrawal" 

of 201 000 men and 1,000 main battle tanks from East Germany 
' 

into USSl.. l·1eanwh1le, NATO ministerial meeting tcr 

modern! zation of ne'" theatre nuclear \feapons despite the 

Soviet's protest announced 1 ts intention to go w1 th 1 ts 

deo1 sian in December 1979. Thus actual deployment of 

new American missiles started from 15 December 1979. 

Therefore, any further discussion of armaments reduction is 

.not· likely to take place in the 1mmed.i ate future. 28 

26 See John Borawskt, "Mutual Force Reduction in 
Europe fran a SoViet Perspective", _Orb1J! 
(Philadelphia), \·linter 1979, p. 81.18. 

27 See un~ion~ H~aJA Td.bUng, ·a October 1979t 
andn on Cif:r\-.rashington, D.c.), 19 October 
1979. 

· 28 Joseph l!1 tchett, "NA'l'O \1111 Deploy New Nuclear 
Force, Dutch Reject Hiss1les", Intm:natJrona1 Hetal,d 
Tr~bun,g (Paris), 13 Decanber 1979. 
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Since the super powers along with. their allies 

repeatedly met with controversy of varying types over the 

strategic options in European theatre, the ul titnate result 

1 s escalation o.f arms build up in Europe which puts the 

arms control talks at stake. In this process of I'iffiFR, 1 t 

is obvious that 'both the super powers have mostly concerned 

with strategic options or their interest of keeping their 

o,m status 1~ ~he world, not only ignored the Views of the 

European officials but also that of the public. Lieutenant 

General K.P. Candeth commenting on cause for the declining 
, 

importance of MBFR, has stated that ••the canplexi ty of the 

BMFR negotiations which have so far been overshadowed by 

SALT and so have not received the attention they merit from 

the publ1cn. 29 

In the course of MBFR talks, the East and West 

have met again the profound crisis from which they. cannot 

but aner ge in a vastly different form of detente. 

Moreover, the European public seem to have emerged a 

significant .force to oppose the European leaders to move 

under the coverage of US and USSl strategy. 30 The 

recently held European Security Conference at Madrid in 

November 1980 has clearly appreciated the risks posed by 

29 K.P. Candeth (retd.) ttArms Limitation - II, f·ieet1ng of 
MBFR Negotiations••, Indtap. Expregs (Bangalore), 
20 April 1979, 

30 Ibid. 
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the frightened arms race to detente in Europe. As a result, 

the r'iadrid Conference, after two and a hal.f years, seems to 

have acknowledged the significance of some desparate 

ini t1ative for detente in Europe taken by the neutrals and 

non--aligned: countries represented among 35 participants in 

the conference• 

In this process of going. for regional consideration, 

the Europeans, both East and West, appear to have begun a 

ne\'1 search for arms control negotiation in Eur.ope. However, 

regional ax:ms control is really a complicated and time­

consuming process as 1 t has to deal w1 th the technical and 

poll tical antagonism between the East-trest. Moreover, as 
c (V--'1. 
eJ U:e 

0 
Thomas c. Schelling says, "the complex! ty of arms control 

~e"' ~ 
must not b~ narrowly consid.ered in isolation from other 

facets of nation's or the world's search for ;ecuri ty. n31 

Therefore, the national, regional and global secur1 ties are 

inter- connected and 1nvol ve in a simultaneous pr.ocess. In 

the same ~ray, military and pol1 tical policies are also related 

w1 th arms control move. According to him, the state or 

state*ay seek to enhance 1 ts secur1 ty by a variety of 

means - including ~maments, alliances, arms control and 

disarmament. Arms contro1 then describes only one of several 

types of move \mi.Ch may be adopted 1n the pursu1 t of 

31 Thomas c. Schelling and Morton H~~ Halperin, S~egx 
w~ r,=ms Conizo;L (New York: Twentieth Century d0 
9 1 , P• 2. 
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greater security. In this process, the integral relation­

ship of arms control policies and overall m111 tary and 

political policies should be self-evidento32 

In effect to this, for instance, especially NATO 

countries b.ave adopted the arms control tactics along w1 th 

security policy in their aim to further poll tical security. 

And, to that extent, they h~ve been collectively taking 

deeisio~, as a right of defending themselves.33 Manfred 

Worner notes that collective decision implies that "whoever 

attaCks us should not have the illusion of starting a war 

limited and preserving his O\m terri tory". 34 After all• 

the deoi sion undepend.ed on any particular country but the 

~~¥'o\q...~.e. product of collectiVity appears to have turned aut to be a 

NATO• s strategy of arms control and security- what Worner, 

in turn, is likely to have admitted. 35 

Preferably having denied the \'!estern notion of 

arms control and security policy, the East appears to have 

adopted the strategy contrary to the \'lest w1 tb. their 

32 Ibid. 

33 Jeremy Richardson, "The Concept of Policy Style", 1n 
J. eremy Riehardson, ed., Pon1cy St~n \'le§tern EurOPA 
(Londona George Allen and nw1n, 1 2 , p. 5., 

34 Manfred Worner, "NATO Defense and Tactical Nuclear 
Weapons", S1;tatesJ,g Rexiew, vol. 5; fall 1977, 
Po 17. . 

35 Ibido' 
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understanding that disarmament is inseparable fran world 

seeur1 ty. 3G Although they have differed basically from 

the Western arms control component of national or allies 

policy, 1 t has been a principle partner to the arms contt-ol 
~'lf\'ov~? 
~IL- ~~ negotiation since the primary condi t1on far progress in 
~~~~ . ' 

~ ~ d1 sarmament started .from early 1940 and late 1950s. And 
~~~n ·. . . . 
~ 'f"'"'tl-' · tneretore, 1 t WOUld, be better to understand, as Allexander 

Dallin and others pointed out. the Eastern att1 tude of 

arms control~ that ~any arms control measure may be used 

as· a cane-one for a pol1 tical easement. of tension". 31 It 

is, thus, obvious that the East considers arms control as 

a conduc1 ve step for political easement. Logically, this 

vie\lt is correct as arms race is only a means to reach 

political terms :for both the super powers. 

In this process of assuming their O\'ll right or 

freedom to coincide·the policy of national security and 

t~\j thereby convincing the need for common secur1 ty, tne 

Europeans both the NATO and WTO, seem to have reached the 

important juncture tor negotiating w.i. th each other ~or 

·arms control 1n Europe.38 How·ever, .to prcmote arms control 

36 Schelling, n.o 31, P• 2o~ 

37 Allexander Da111n, et al., :!;b& Sov&et Unton ... ArmS 
Control apd Disarm~ (New Yark: Colombia 
University Press,. 9 , p. 108• 

38 Tb.e Independent Commission on Disarmament and Seeur1 ty, 
ponnyon see.y:tu :, A B:Wepr:iptbO£. ~ (New York, 
1982), Po ol 
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so as to .feel the guarantee in common (including the US), 

the former saoretary of State Cyrus Vance, in the Prologue 

of a book, ~1 tea that "to guarantee our own security 1n 

this nuclear age, we must, therefore, .face these real1 ties 

and 'work together' \\'1. th other nations to achieve ~ommon 

security •. For- security in the nuclear age means common 

seeuri ty". 39 But, 1 t should be adm1 tted that the common 

strategy whi~b. Vance is referring will only divide Europe 

again into blocs. Therefore, the common strategy pertinent 

to European security tran the point of View of Europe, 
·~. . . 

,shoUld aim at excluding:_;th.e super p0\1ers• rivalry. If 
' . 
'the Etiropeans both East and West have come out with one 

under standing of ma1.n tain1ng peace in the .thea1r e, the 

influence of the so-called super powers should have been 

min1m1 sed. Such influence 1 s maintained not through 

political relationship but through the m111 tary ~elationship 

of arms deployment, And therefore, the strategic means w1 th 

longer range - capabilities threatening not only Europe but 

also the \>thQle world• which 1s noted even by Cyrus Vance -­

can accordingly be reduced. For pol1 t1eal security, there 

should be a c~m~ body or ~ committee in certain principle 

( to take care off the security_ policy o! any theatre. 40 

39 Ibid. 

4o Ibid. 
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Admittedly, President Ronald Reagan's recent 

message to the Congress says "we will work for agreements 

that truly enhance stability" and he continues ensuring 

that "aTms control must be an instrument of a coherent 

security policyn/•1 According to him, the 'common threat' 

could be removed by t working together' or collective 

seouri ty. But, the policy of working together needs a 

clarification Viz. • working together' only among the Western 

countries to remove the common Soviet threat or 'working 

together' of both East and \'lest in removing the common 

threat of nuclear catastrophe. If the latter .is the .real 

~~::~.~v-implicati<m of such statement t_he arms_ buil~p is unnecessary 
~ w \"V'IIC. 

~(("~ to ensure security and stabil1 ty. 

The American scholar, Steven Rosefields, 

categorically states in this context that underest1mat1ng 

the 'continued build-up of .str-ategic arms will be a futile 

exercise of security policy that cannot reach the agreements 

for arms. control whether in regional or international. 42 

•rnerefore, building up of arms or threat of further deploy- . 

ment so as to st~eure favourable bargaining posi tton in 

41 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, 
De0etinent ofiS'ta'le Bulletin (Washington), yol. a,, 
no. 2073, Apr 1 1983; p. 00';. 

42 
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arms control talks, is escalatory in its effect and furthers 

arms race. Such tactics followed by the super powers 

defeats the very purpose of arms control talks. 

The new tactics for arm~ control in Europe, 

purely as an European initiative has eme.l:' ged out of the 

prolonged: process of East-West controversy. For the first 

time, the seeuri ty isaue has brought tt'ie Europeans 

together i:n early 1980s. A growing sense. of optimism in 
' 

expecting a considerable reduction o.f nuclear arms, 

obviously seans to have pervaded various analyses of 
. ~ 

Europeans' option in arms control approach. · The sentiment 

has founded on the vonvictiOn that security must rest upon 

the perfection of conirols over the exercise of power.. This 

overriding feeling in the region both of East and West 

Europe, long awaited expectation in limiting the arms 

deployed in their soil and inefficient resul. t .fran the super 

powers attempts have well authorised. the Europeans together 

respectively. 44 Although both NATO and ·wro stick to their 

military point o£ View, they have been in the tendency of 

reducing arms both nuclear and conventional already deployed 
., 

43 See Kelly Gurke, "Arms Control in the Real World", 
Armed Fgrsa~ JgurnaJ.. (Chicago), vol. 120, no. 3, 
November 1982. PP• 106-8; n. Kenreth, "Ensuring 
Security in the Nuclear Age", Degg£J:'errt( of ~~ate 
Bullet~ (\vashington, D.C.), vOi. 8~ no.· 201 , 
Aprll 983, ,pp. 57-60. 

44 Ibid •. 
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1n Europe. Perhaps, the most significant consideration to 
" this sense of concern is the awareness that pol1 tical 

relations between the United States and the SOViet Union 

are in decline. Probably to this line of thought, of 

course among other reasons, Europe turned to .have found some 

causes that led to the regional consideration o;f arms . ' . 

control. ·It is noteworthy· to list the .factors which have 

effectively contributed to the anergence of Europeans arms 

con~oi: 45 . 

• Continued escalation in European Theatre since 1950s. 

- The failure in lim! t1ng the theatre forces through the 

bilateral negotiation between super po~ers, us~-us~. 

- The disc:repaneies in defining the forces both theatre 

and strategt.c. 

- The fear of war or the disappointment in technical! ties 

on limiting the war. 

... The tendency to identify European seauri ty as a • central 

element' of international secur1 ty, 

~ Continued mOdernisation of conventional and thea"tre 

nuclear .forces in Europe. 

45 Roy Godson, I~e1~a Regutrmrumj;~ fOf tbe 198R!.A 
(New York: Na onal strategy Informa ton Centre, 
Inc,., 1982) • P• 54. . 
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a-~~~: The SOviet• s unilateral1sm and the US·interest of 

l1m1 ted appro oacb. 

• Increased doubts about the cred1b111 ty of the us 

commi 1ment in Europe. 

-- Desire to preserve the benefit-s of detente. 

The above 11 sted reasons explain clearly why the 

regional tendency has developed tn' arms control negotia­

tions in Europe. Lawrence Freedman has suinmed up the 

reasons as: 

There is a real danger 11 that whatever the 
mot:f. ves in reassuring domestic opinton or 
preserving a modicum of detente, the resUlt 
llill be more prolonged and acrimonious 
negotiations foll0\'100 by di sappoin'bnent 
and recriminations. This, tn turn, could 
lead to the discrediting of even 11m1 ted 
forms of East-West discussions on mlli tary 
issues. 46 

He, then has warned the Europeans regarding the super powers' 

reassurance for regional level arms control w1 thout ever 

saor~ficing their European attachment as a tactic in their 

global desisn,. Naturally, bilateral negotiations could 

not assure regional secur1 ty. Therefore, regional arms 

control talks should essentially be mul t1lateral :Ln which 

the Europeans should participate not as menbers ot NA'ro or 

wro but as mEmbers of a large European community requiring 

peace. 

46 La\'trence Freedman, "Time for a Reappraisal", SyrxJ.xa+, 
September-October 1970t p. 188.• 



CHAl?Ta:l IV 

iOWARDS THE FU'lURE OF EUROPEAN .ARr·1S CON1ROL 

The SUper Po\~Ters act1ng in connivance \d th. each 

other, thus obstructs the European efforts for arms control. 

Despi. te the efforts of the t\"10 powers to keep the Europeans 

away from the matter of arms build-up decision and 1 ts 

real motive, the latter became aware of the tactics and 

designs, and started including much pressure on many 

decisions. They tried to bring th.e giants to the nego-
' 

tiating table. But the intransigence of the two resulted 

in delay and finally virtual standstill in arms control 

talks. Given the failure of TNF negotiation so far 1 the 

possibility for a meaningful arms control in Europe seems 

to be a question mark. Th1 s will continue to be so if 

the super powers are allowed to monopolise d€!;ient§ by 

obstructing the entry of Europeans and other goups in arms 
.' 

control negotiation. Therefore, it looks that the immediate 

taok is to dismantle such monopoly structure. Thia,i;,, 

however, cannot be accompli shed without a clear under standing 

of the meehanisn by \..mich the monopoly is maintained by 

the SUper Power s1 their \-Teak points as well as the reasons 

behind the weak position of the Europeans. Then. measures 

- 79 -
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to counter them shOuld be devised and implemented. In 

this chapter, an attempt is made to highlight the said 

points• 

Facing w1 th the appalling-threat of doctrinal 

differences bet\'reen US and SoViet Union that seems to be 

forbidding Europeans to frame their 0\1n doctrine. the 
b-e. (A 

1-Wf~ European efforts for arms control started taking practical 
J-, (l;:'.r"f1 : 

shape since from the beginning of • detente' endeavours 

to resolve the TNF controversy which has become an • essential 
1 mechanism' for super pov1er manoeuvres in Europe. 

Especially, the TNF systan which has, for the last thirty 

years, \d.dened the gap in arms control negotiations for 

the real move of nuclear force reduction in Europe. As a 

result. the United States and Soviet Union have actually 

jeopardized the Europeans interest for arms control. 

Contrary to the expectations of the Europeans, the US 

doctrines of «protracted .. , "winnable", "controlled"• and 

"limited" nuclear \'Iars and the counter-strategies of 

Soviet Union have been really generating "hair trigger" 

environment, more so in the name of TNF negotiation in 

l Geneva. Until recently, although its doctrine is not 

1 R. s. NcNamara, ttThe Military Role of Nuclear \1/.eapons: 
Pa"ception and t11sperception", Foreim U!airft, 
vol. 62, no. 1, fal.l 1~3, PP• 59-80 • 
• 
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seemed to be clear unlike us, the SoViet Union alsO appears 

to have follo\'ted the same \vestern tactics in its theatre 

negotiation in Europe. 2 

Ever since the doctrinal differences of United 

states and SoViet Union started, they are reportedly co­

operating in theatre issues of Europe. It is implied in 

their so-called 8 contract detente'* under which both po\'rers 

h.ave proposed a renewed interest in "limited" nuclear \>I#. 

More importantly, they have been maintaining the European 

theatre, under their strategic control through the policy 

of escalation closely related with deterrent endeavour. 

Indicating suell a tactical collaboration, Glenn H. Sayder 

said that "the 'ne\.,r look' military policy of the United 

States was much more the policy of business-orientedn and 

the SoViet Union 1 s obviously a partner to 1 t. 3 Therefore, 

so far as the doctrinal difference of both United States 

and. Soviet Union are concerned, they have been posed for 

convincing the Europeans, both East and West, .for fao1li tating 

their • escalatory move• in theatre. Under the surface of 

apparent inconsistencies between the bedeviling nuclear 

doctrines. of both the Super Po";ers, there lies a common 

2 See c. Raja Mohan, "Human Error and Nuclear War", 
Stratepp Analysis, vol. 7, no. 6, September 1983, 
PP• 471-8. . 

3 Glenn H. Sayder, "The 'Nel-l Look• of 195311 , 1n 
\'larner R. Schilling, _g_t__..al., ed., sr;ategy

3 
Poli tig§ 

and Detense Bygtm.;ts (Ne'W'York, 1962 , PP• 79-524. 
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strategy for mutual benefit. To understand this, 1 t is 

pertinent to quote Jonathan Schell w.ho says: 

\'/hen one great power adopts a strategic 
theory, 1 t becomes a doctrine; when two 
rival great po\'lers adopt 1 t, it becomes 
a system; a."ld \'>Then those rivals more or 
less abide by the rules of the system, 
and even hold negotiations aimed at 
strengthening it (I am thinking ·of SAL1'), 
and are prepared to see net., nations enter 
1 t as they develop the necessary technical 
equipment; the system can be described 
as entrenched. This is the point at 111hich 
the system of deterrence has arrived 
today. 4 

\'That Jonathan Schell expresses in context is 

that both the United States and Soviet Union ~mnt to main­

tain the system despite their doctrinal differences. 

They also try to exclude others parti cula!'ly the Europeans 

by decei vi.ng them with mul tipli city of doctrines and 

misinformation. The resultant monopoly ovf.!!' detente 

helps to maintain the entrenched system. Therefore, this 

entrenched-system seriously undermines tl:le Europeans 

interest of arms con'trol among other things. If the 

super powers extend such a system without deciding about 

the high level problems of Strategic ~ms Reduction Talks 

(START), \1hich will also jeopardize the regional move for 

4 Jonathan Schell, The Fate of th§ Earth (London: 
Picador, '1982), p. 214. 
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MBIR in Europe, the overkill strategy of their monopolized 

deterrence will certainly be a dangerous element to 

European arms control, 5 Undoubtedly, they have been doing 

it \·.ri tb lot o£ techn1cal1 ties intenQ.ed not only to confuse 

Europeans but the whole 'WOrld as \'rell. The mechanism 

viz. the entrenched system for the monopoly of detente, 

has been continuously maintained ,by various factors both 

tactical, technical and political. 

Among the factors v1hich help to maintain the 

entrenched system, the most important one is the flexible 

response doctrine 1 tself as it provides both tactical and 

technical coruii tions which excludes th.e European from 

direct arms control talks. In. this context, the doctrine 

nas to be Viet'led from three specific points pertinent to 

the perpetuation of the system. 

Firstly, it has been devised as if to defend 

directly the European. But, in reality, 1 t 1 s .for the 

tactical convenience of both th.e US and SOviet Union for 

maintaining the system continuously through. the escalatory 

process. Further, since they have· decided t.o cover up 

the escalation in the name o.f 'replacing the burd.en' arms 

control talk between than turns out to' be an instrument 

for achieving military balance rather than tor .reduc.tng 

5 Ibid. 
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arms. Thus, substantial amount o.f truth is inherent in 

claims like: 11Eversince the escalatory process started 

under the coverage of the flexible response doctrine • 

the 1NF crisis has, been an inseparable element of European 

theatre. n6 Obviously, both the super powers are 

heightening the tension .in the E~opean theatre and are 

interested in the perpetuation o£ the crisis. Therefore, 

such a crisis through the escalatory business appears to 

be an 'inescapable need for a global strategy' of so­

called super powers.7 

SecondlY; the mutual fear of danger from the 

other wide helps to hoodw1ng the Europeans particularly 

the \'lest and instill in their mind that the deployment of 

nuclear arms as a deterrent is essential to secure political 

and military security. 

Ho\-1ever, under the garb of m111 tary confrontation 

in which the Europeans a:re also engaged, there lies the 

non-mil1 tary aspects of global policy of canmon interest 

for the negotiation to reach a political balance. It 

6 See James R. Huntly, nExtending the Atlantic Systems : 
An Island of SUccess in a Sea of. Troubles11 , The 
Atlantgc Cpmm~itl Ou§J:te£ly, vol. 13, no. 4, winter 
1975-7 • pp. 73- • 

7 See &h.,ard Heath, "The \videning Atlantic - The 
Inescapable Need for a Global Strategy", The AtJ,antic 
Commt.mi ty; Opax;ter_J..x, vol. 18, no., 3, .fall i~o, p. 280. 
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seems to emphasize the use of nuclear weapons so as to get 
' 

the West European secured at the doctrinal level, but 

keeping the real sem.tri ty at the whims of the two super 

powers. The East has been conveniently raising the 

point that 1 t is not going to attack West because 1 t has 

,already declared .the 'no-:flrst-use• policy. Even though 

the •no-first-use• i~ a declared doctrine of the East, 

nevertheless it claims the :right of u~ing .their weapons, 

if the viest uses 1 t. Thus, the East has shifted the res­

ponsibili ty for the real danger to the \'lest which has 

neither declared nor intended to declare the policy of 

'no-' first-use•. Therefore the complication which purposely 

involved in the flexible response of super powers appear 

to jeopardise the Europeans interest of going for real 

arms control talks. 8 It is· obVious, that the flexible 

response doctrine is used tD jtisttfy such gimmicks through 

military confrontation and, thereby, hide the non-military 

aspects of the global stratogy of the super powers. 

l<"inally, the important aspect of the flexible 

response doctrine is the general nuclear response of both 

the pO\'Iers as a tactic of deterrence. It proVides the 

technical condition for the monopoly detente. In effect 

to this, the United States and SoViet Union are producing 
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and deploying long-range missiles so as to control and 

prevent the Europeans from going to solve their security 

problens independently. .It is so because, the long•range 

missiles are not considered to be a ·threat to Europe 

unlike the short range missiles. Consequently, Europeans 

do not technically have the access tor negotiations far 

the long range missiles. Thus they appear to escalate 

the theatre making their long-range stt'ategy of deterrence 

only .a t'laY out whereby they only could move ahead with 

the same tactics of arms control negotiation in · 

Europe. 9 

From. these three Viewpoints, the nexible 

response helps both th.e United states and Soviet Union 

to mislead the theatre and thereby pose themselves as the 

'champions of deterrence'. In this context, Moscow 
' 

has a1 so been speaking about 1 equality and equal security' , 

that 1 s United States move in all levels - deployment and 

arms cen1rol - will be responded equally so as to keep 

security against us and its allies. Moreover, lJfoseow 

likes. to apply the concept of t equal securi ty• only to 

the direct relationship between the two powers. This 

9 See James A. Thomson, "Nuclear Weapons in Europe : 
Planning !or NATO's Nuclear Deterrent in the 1980s 
and 199:>s", SurVival, vol. 25, no. 3, r-tay-June 1983, 
pp. 99-109. 
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became all too apparent in the autumn of 1972, when, as 

Henry Kissinger writes it that "the tt'IO Super Powers enter 

into a secret understanding that, in th.e event of an 

East-West conflict in Europe, the use of nuclear \'leapons 

be lim1 ted to the terri tortes of their allies." 10 

Therefore the flexible response appears to justify the 

use of nuclear "'reapons limited to Europe insulating 

thereby the territories of the Super Powers. Given such 

a tacit understanding at th.e doctrinal level between the 

t\'10 powers, according to him, there could always be a 

dramatic negotiations which might be for raising nucleaX" 

threshold and thereby make European theatre helpless. 

More importantly., if any one Qf the European countries 

in the East and \'lest make a severe conflict the b1 g 

powers, utilising such a si tuat1on, may play very closely 

in a secret collaboration to find·t certain causes for 

using the theatre nuclear weapons but not the long-range 
1'1 (strategic) missiles. 

The United States and Soviet Union are correct 

in ~o far as the flexible response doctrine has been 

accepted by the Europeans as members of NAID and \'1'10 which 

,.? -------
1b Henry Kissinger; Years of Upher· (London: Lei­

denf~d Nicolson, 1982), pp. 27 9J 

11 Ibid •• p. 278. 
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permits these all developments at the theoretical level. 

If something happened or perceived to happen 1n a tense 

situation of Europe. the flexible response 1'1111 ~doubtedly 

give the right o:f what the SoViets and Americans equally 

accept in different .forms but ,11th same "meaningn to 

conduct a practical war at the Euro.-s~ategic level. And 

if a confii ct among the Europeans expected by the big 

powers \'11.11 not come up, they then will linger the 

escalatory strategy in the theatre possibly till the time 

that Europe also follows then. Also, they seem to have 

the understanding that the first experience of the theatre 

\11.11 not be leaked out so as to avoid the theatre er~sts, 

as they have vi tal interest of seat'ching for new theatres 

especially in the Persian Gulf and Northeast Asia. 12 

Since the big powers fear that European theatre 

may go out of their hand, they convince and induce the 

Europeans both East and West to observe the policy of 
. 

deterrence. In this process, the Europeans are caught 

in the web o! arms race and hence they are made pO'\'terless 

to press for arms contro1 particularly in the field of 

( '!NF. Therefore, their membership in the NAID and \~'ID 

12 
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/ seriously hampers their efforts for peace. In this respect, 

the European Institute for International z:i,elations has noted 

in 1978 that for th.e 'advancement of the long-term security 

objectives 1 t 1 s necessary to replace the NA!O and W'ID 

by a collective security system. 13 Other\'liSe; they \dll 

have to suffer by tne • double vision' of European security 

and bloc security \'Jhich are clearly incompatible \'lith each 

other. However, the fact remains that if there is mutual 

trust among the Europeans, the European security as a 

.regional concept \'rill assure the security of all nations, 

no matter of their bloc affiliation. 

Although the Europeans are eaugnt up in the 

web of canplex military and political factors carefully 

made by the super povrer s to keep them and their region 

under strategic control; they started realising that their 

conception o:f European s'ecuri ty throu@l arms control 

negotiation 1s not the. same as that of super powers. Both 

the us and USSR have so far ·successfully played their 

, tactics at escalation through arms control negotiations 

)under the cover ot the flexible response doctrine. 

Moreover the EUropean effort for arms control negotiation 

has deliberately been complicated by the super powers 

13 Cited 1~ SIERI, 1978, p. 4o7. 
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through their tactical inclusion of long-range missileso 14 

Also, the legi tima.ey of European participation :Ln arms . 
control talks, though. recanmended by the UN, is being 

evaded tactfully and systematically by both the super 

powers. 

Against this situation, and more so, the recent 

break down of Geneva talks, the achievement of European 

security through a genuine arms control negotiation remains 

problenatic. The only way out to such an impasse is to 

dismantle th.e 'entrenehed-systan' so meticulously maintained 

by the super po,1ers. Then only, 1 t is possible to give 

the right direction to the arms control talk.s in wh1 ch 

the concern tor European seeuri ty in. 1 ts real sense l•1111 

get 1 ts due priority. It is not so d1f£icul t as 1 t appears 

to be,· for, the very operation of the system depends 

greatly upon the td.ll of the Europeans as members of NA10 

and \riD. Even though the super powers maintain various 

technical and poli tieal blockades against the European 

entry into their 'systeM', 1 t cannot be ignored that the 

super pot·rers depend heaVily upon the Europeans both 

technically and strategically for their theatre operation. 

Also, the 'entrenched-systen• has already shown signs of 

cleavages due to the \'fest.rlest controversy noted already 

14 Ibid., pp. 125-6. 
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and the emerging tide of public protest against the arms 

race. 'V4'hat .follows subsequently is an attempt to higb.l.ight 

the steps to be taken to paralyse the 'syste:n' and to 

ensure European security through an effective arms control 

talk \'11. th European participation. 15 

The primary task to weaken the system is that 

the Europeans should deny the responstbili ty of defending 

the weapon system deployed by the super powers. This 

technical dependence of the super powers can tactfully be 

utilised by the Europeans. In this respect, Schell has 

categorically pointed out that ttthe only way to escape .from 

the trap is to change the system, and take away :from 

nuclear ·treapons, the respon~ibiltty for defending them". 16 

For changing this system, therefore, the Europeans should 

consider carefully the responsibility of assuring their 

own security without underestimating the '!NF issues. 17 The 

European securt ty issues to be dealt through arms control 

is entirely different from \'lhat America and SoViet Union 

feel to be so. 

It is apparent that the European membership in 

NAID and W'l.O pose a difficulty in going ahead with the task, 

15 Ibid. 

16 Schell, n. 4, p. 214. 

17 Ibid. 
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as their perception 1 s influenced by the decisions of the 

super pol'1ers. Therefore, it is essential that the Europeans 

should co-operate w1 th each other as a single community 

for assuring security through arms control negotiations • 

.Al tb.ough it appears diffieul t, it 1 s not, however, an 

impossible task given their increasing realisation of the 

impending threat. For, the super powers' negotiation for 

arms control 1s like •denosaurs fight' causing danger to 

Europe.·18 They may resort to \'13r i.e. limited war in 

Europe as, in their View "-war is a mere continuation of 

policy by other meansn. 19 This is particularly so when 

they feel th.eir presei'it policies do not work in their 

favour. Therefore, 1 t is of utmost necessi'ty for the 

Europeans to work for mutual trust to realise th.e objectives 

of regional disarmament. 

Moreover, it is to be realised that the course fer 

European arms control negotiations should not be considered 

separately as TNF, conventional and strategic in view of the 

considerable linkages between them. For that reasal, the 

negotiations for theatre issues sh.ould consider, among 

other things, th.e main object of reducing arms, both 

18 Robert Neild, uWhat Can be Done? n BPP, vol. 4, 
1981, PP• 34-35. 

19 See Carl von Clausew:L ts1 ~n wg {London: Routledge 
and Kegan Paul, 1968), vo • 1, pp. 1-23. 



93 

conventional and nuclear. And also this should be in th.e 

light that there must be felt 'mutual trust balanced by 

an ~greement'. 20 At the same time, 1 t is not that the . 

central strategic forces should not be completely considered 

by the Europeans as H~~t Schmidt in his Alastair Buchan 

Manorial. Lecture said. 21 \According to him, for dealing 

the new development in European arms contt-ol, the European 
. . 

"must maintain the full range deterrence" for theatre 

nuclear arms control \'bien includes all type.s of weapons. 

Such an approach to remove the main actors from the at'ms 

control scenario is necessarily an important task of the 

1980s. 22 

It is true that the Europeans have understood 

that in maintaining their indiVidual need of both arms 

and arms control .tor their own security lies separately 

.from that of the Super Powers. But, th.ey should fully 

free themselves from their former illusion that security 

can be achieved through arms build up. However, eversince 

20 Yoshikazu Sakamoto and Ri.chard A. Falk, "\vorld . · 
Demilitarized : A Basic Human Need", Alj;\tnat,txg 
(New Delhi}, vol. 6, no. 1, 1980, pp. 1-'r. 

21 Helmut Schmidt, "Alastair Buchan f\1emor1al Lecture"; 
Sl.lr"yiy@\, vol. 20, no. 1, 1978; .p. 4.· 

22 Ibid. 



they started arms control talks, they could clearly dis­

tinguish bet\-Ieen the real security and its nominal counter­

part. The misunderstanding o:f 'detente• ,.;1 tb. 'entente• to 

mean ttpeace through strength«, 23 is in part due to the 
' 

propaganda of the super powers. Such a notion propagated 

by the super powers helped \'tell to further their cause by 

deluding the Europeans. This approach has been used by the 

super powers to stimulate the security problems of European 

nations which provided legi timaey. for the conduct of arms 
24 race - via the • bar gaining chip' negotiation. 

In· this context, the recent "trends of development 

needs attention. Even though the Europeans have not 

initially accepted the 1979 decision for the LR TNE deploy­

ment under the cover o:f modernisation, on the ground that 

such a move Wtll result in further escalation, nevertheless, 

they h.ave been subsequently convinced by the US that the 

deployment o:f Pershing-II and Ground. Launched Cru1 se 

Missiles (GLCMs) starting from 1983 will not exactly 

in the spirit of t deployment• but to persuade ~e US$ 

for possible attms control agreement. If the arms control 

23 Noam Chomsky,, et. §J..u §uner:, Powers 1Q ColJ,i"ons. 
The Cgld War Ng;y; (London: Penguin Books, 1982 , P• 26. 

24 See Francesco Calogero, "Arms Control in Europe'1, 

BPP, vol .• 4, 1981, PP• 40-42. 
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agreement fails, the Europeans \'lere told, the deployment 

should be entertained in Europe. 25 'lbus, the Europeans 

have accepted the 1979 decision and started to host the 

\'leapons already deployed and to be deployed subsequently 

with the hope that this will help to gain the acceptance 

of the Soviet to ban all intermediate-range nuclear 

missiles in Europe.,26 

But, ,mat is happening no"'• is exactly against 

the wish of the Europeans. , Houever, the US has succeeded 

in instigating 1 ts friendly rival to go for escalation 

matching. The SoViet Union nO\'/ reacts to the escalation 

by saying that 1 t \•rill be met not by new weapons but new 

system. Consequently, the arms control talk 1n Geneva is 

at a stand still. As a 1w'lh.ole, the complex! ty 1n the 

deployment of arms control may continue in the future too. 

Therefore, before any kind of diplomatic move for arms 

control agreement proposed. by the big powers - like the 

Zero Option or Cutback, 1 t is said that the Europeans may 

decide to ask the big powers to get away from the 

confrontation posi t1on. 27 It is to be leaX'ned by the 

25 Ibid., P• 41. 

26 David Fairhall, ''NA10 Puts the Bomb Behind the Lines'*, 
The Guardian WeelsJ.y, vol. 129, no. 15, 9 October 1983, 
P• 9. 

27 See Jane o. Sharp, "Call to Halt the Nuclear Arms 
Race : Proposal for a rliutual Us-Soviet Nuclear 
Freeze11 ., BPP, vol. 4, 1981 1 pp. 46-50. 
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Europeans that, at least, in future, they should not continue 

to the vie\'1 that peace can be brought by force. 

t-1oreover, Europeans should clearly understand 

the policies of both tb.e US and USfJ't as that of the super 

powers not ·as thei·r allies, lest they become victim of 

their tactics. Deployment is taking place not only as a 
kMJ.. ICc 
fdS$v~~\- means for arms _control ~t also to counteract the policies 

fit of • surprise attack' propagated equally by both the super 
t-<\r-t ?-t.-
0\,:\'\"~L~ pot-rers. It appears that tb.e Europeans are caught up in 

~ ~his trick. The super pO\<Ters continued their propaganda 

~to seek European eo-operation £or tile process of escalation 

\f)...-.ttfrl) implied in their • surprise attack' concept. 2B Moreover, 
tAr("{ W' 

t'-OS~fJtYI it is held by the US that arms control. agreement is 
o-L<.... . 

t"~ .~ essenti-al to seek military balance at a lower level and 

~minimise the possibility of surprise attack. Vie\d.ng arms 

e-.'t~~ l control agreement in the context of surprise attaok and 
I 

military balance President Reagan said: "\'lhile the 

agree:nent would not eliminate the threat. •• 1 t eould 

CnowevesrJ lead to military stability at lower levels and 

lessen the danger of miscalculation and a surprise 

attack. tt 29 Th.e sam.e view is more or less expressed by the 

28 l\1arilyn Bechtel, "US-USSR Arms Talks : Exploring the · 
Common Ground", New \forJ.d Rfiew (New York), vol. 51, 
no. 3, May-June 1$3, PP• 2 30. · 

29 The United States International Communication Ageney, 
America• s Program for Peace (Ne\'t Delhi: American 
Centre, 1982), p. 23. 
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USS'{ also though 1n different forms and \'JOrlds. 

It 1 s obvious that th.e super po''leX' s are viewing 

arms control as a means to ~eek military balance, if 

necessary, WJ. th' deployment and, they are not interested, 

though they could_. to remove the threat from Europe for the 

obvious t•eason. of keeping the theatre under their control. 

Besides, the hallowness of the aim of achieving tbe 

military balance at lower level is so apparent especially 

V in the ~ace of Rapid Deployment Forces (RDF) l'Jhich 

jeopardise the very aim. More importantly, whether there 

1 s conflict at lower or higher level. 1 t means nuclear 

holocaust. 30 Given the total war behaViour .of the Soviet 

Union '1iJhich agrees \d th the 'limited \otar• concept as a 

mere tactics, the danger is much more and vast. Under­

standing these tactics of the super powers and iearning 

their implication and the lessons therein will greatly 

facilitate tbe future arms control efforts of tb.e 

Europeans. 

Another challenge to the Europeans comm1 tment 

to peace has recently emerged from President Reagan's 

willingness to include in the possible arms control talks 

the British and French theatre nuclear .forces 'fllhat the 

Soviets previously asked for 1n the context of Geneva 

30 See SIPRI. n. 13, P• 407. 
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negotiations. It is not difficult to understand that this 

dramatic change in US position is only in accordance w1 th 

th.e pre-planned policy of both. US and Uss:t. 31 If the 

Europeans, especially the West including France, accept 

such a move these will undoubtedly be an another escalation 

process till the end of second cold war \<Jhich may take 
. : . 

thirty years - or more than that. 32 The SoViet Union, on 

1 ts part. has found the obvious reason to go further 

deployment as indicating the danger posed by the Mx M1 ssiles 

to the central strategic balance and 1 ts probable 

implication also to the theatre balance. Thus, Robert 

Neild is .fully justified. \'ben he says that th.e flexible 

response t.tlich, allow both sides for these unfortunate 

development of escalation in the theatr*e should be 

considered as • suicidal policy•. 33 According to him, the 

Europeans should use the fiexible response doctrine only 

1n the context of arms con-trol but not in the context of 

deployment. Though Europeans failed to stop th.e 

modernisation deeision today, they have opportun1 ty to 

31 Ib.e Tirmtui (London), 26 September 1983.1 

32 See Noam Chomsky, n. 23, P• 26. 

33 Robert Neild, "w'hat ean be Done? .. , '\'Pf, vol. 4, 1981, 
PP• 34-35. 
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stp~ the super powers from their recent prepaT'ation for 

an another process of escalation. Otherw:I:se. the situation 
~t' 

td.ll go out of their hand as in the past and they have to 

wait impati.ently ".tor anoth.er fifteen years \<Ji th a method 

wnieh. does not work". 34 For the success of future arms 

control talks, the European.s should raise as a single foree 

to weaken the influence o:f the super powers ln Europe. It 

is hoped that the Europeans will not miss this situation. 
. ' 

It should be noted that remoVin.g the escalatory 

tactics of the super powers certainly cannot be done · 

immediately. liO\>tever, 1 t can be done gradually by the 

Europeans. fl'he aggressive policy of escalation :followed. 

by tb.e big powers has to be met only "through selective and 

gradual steps -of escalat1ontt ltbich, in the long -run 

means that the big powers monopoly of deterrent policy on 

arms control issue related wtth Europe will go away from 

theatre. 35 Precisely, therefore, the military decisions 

emerging from both the sides should not be considered 

under the mere coverage o:f security. For, the web of 

deterrent ts concealed beneath the .surface of such 

mi.li tary proposals with the apparent aim of maintaining 

34 Lord Kennet, "Europe and .Arms Control "• iU£Vij:aJ;, 
vol. 10, no. 3, l<Iay-JU.ne 1977, PP• 125-7. 

35 vial ter Slocomb&, ttThe Countervailing Strategy", 
Interna-t;iona,l Secm:;J.£y;, spring 1981, PP• 18-27. 
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peace through national and international security. In this 

context. there should be an arms control agreement for 

European security through negotiation among the Europeans 

themselveJ6 It is for this reason only that the UN is 

encouraging the process of independent European involve­

ment in arms eontrol issues. Unless and until the 

European nations, free themselves from ·the doctrinal and 

or gan1 sational web of the super povrer s, the initiation of 

such a process could not be effective in achieving the 

desirable results. Therefore, 1 t 1 s needless to repeat 

that mutual trust and co-operation to prevent the common 

tbreat the Europeans should join together, at least, in 

the question of arms control. 

For assuring their success in future arms control 

endeavours, the Europeans can follow the strategy of 

"collaborative competition" to replace the "confrontative 

competition« t-ilich is instrumental in th.e process of 
·, 

escalation under various doctrines. It could be a 

genuine con1:r1but1on to European strategy, as it can give 

a great deal of relief to a variety of urgent problems in 

36 Klaus Bloemer, "Freedom for Europe. East and \'lest", 
Foreign_Policy, no. 50, Spring 1983, pp. 23-38. 
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th.e theatre. It cannot, by its very nature be compared or 

equated 1tJith the strategies li~e deterrence, crisis manage­

ment, escalation, coercive diplomacy, arms control, wfit' 

terminations and miscalculations, ~mich the Europeans 

have actually tried for, at historically varying levels 

ot arms control development in Europe. For. unlike the 

said strategies it aims to remove the confrontative 

attitude prevailed in the theatre. The nev1 .strategy 

·seeks a practical solution to the pr·o.blan of "how the 

United States and So\l'iet Union might moderate their global 

. rivalry in order to avoid dangerous confrontation". 37 

Alexander L. George has pinpointed the need for 

a clear-cut defini ti.on of the objectives to be achieved 

throug)l such a strategy. For, the strategy, according to 

him, "cannot be articulated w1 thout being linked to a 

long-range goal that is considered desirable or at least 

acceptable ••• ". 38 In this regard, the Europeans, though 

the long-run objective of achieving regional negotiations, 

have still tO define the most acceptable objectives more 

clearly through consul tati.ons among themselves. Moreover. 

their former strategy of arms control through negotiations, 

whether bilateral or multilateral cannot be workable 1n an 

'37 Alexander L. George, M~ag1ng U~§oXiet Ra.valJ:v : 
PrgnJ;emf of Crisif .Pre,ntioni Boulder: \1estview· 
Press, nc., 1ge; , P• • 

38 Ibid., P• 19o 
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atmosphere of confrontative competi t1on in which they them­

selves are unwittingly tnvol ved. Therefore, for furthering 

their seeuri ty interest they have to resort to the, 

collaborative eompeti tion to replace the confrontative 

competition of the cold. \'lax". It .is to be recognised that 

the strategy articulated by a clear cut e;oal and to be 

implemented by means o.f collaborative competition is, 

however, fully finalised. As a new and evolVing strategy 

al tet'native, 1 t needs further deVelopment and refinement. 

For instance, rttmportant aspects ot the collaborative 

competi tton, including t-ktat has been called as the· rules 

of detente, remained to be \ITOrked out". 39 

The most important feature of this potentially 

advantageous policy is its identification of the 'double 

dimension' o£ detente. Tb.e arms control negotiations of 

the US and SoViet from their perspective of global strategy 

represent only a single dimension of detente \\hich seems . . . 
to rWl the risk of failing to identify the interest of the 

Europeans. Ho"rev~, their relationship in such negotiations 

is said to be the sort of 1 con.frontative eompeti tion' .and 

more importantly, the big po·oAer s knowingly accept such 

confrontative doctrine .for maintaining their ag~essi ve system 

. 39 Ibid .• , p. 21 o:l 
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under th.e garb of negotiation with the main purpose o.f 

prolongation and extension of tb.e cold \13%'. 
40 For· an 

instance of the perilous implication of th.e attitude o.f 

confrontati ve compet1 tion on European arms control talk, 

both the US and USSR have continued to deploy weapons to 

create the tecb.nical dif.fieul ty. Tb.us, the so-called 

'Gray Area' or 'Euro.strateg1c \veapons'. consisting of 

Persh1ng II and Cruise missiles and th.e Soviet long-range 

missiles of ss-20 which, by virtue of their long-range 

nature, are far falling outside the framework of both. 

SALT and MBFR, are reported to be deployed to prolong 

the controversy of d.ef1.ning nuclear forces. 41 

These kinds of move deliberately ignore the 

other bUt most pertinent dimension of detente :from the 

European point of vie\'1. Therefore, to focus on tnis 

dimension of detente, the centr.al, strategic deterrence of 

both US an:d SOViet Union should be brought under the 

purview of SALT and MBER. 'lb.e confrontative eompeti t1on 

should necessarily be replaced by the • collaborative 

oompeti tion' of tne Europeans w:L th the super powers 

through the articulated deterrence. More importantly, the 

Europeans l:lave to develop various rules of detente so as 

4o See Jonathan Schell, n. 4; p. 214. 

41 UNO, n. , para 46. 
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to regulate their eompeti tion \'11 thout exacting the big 

powers' involvement in theatre issues, particularly in 

arms control matter. 42 For this, the Europeans' and the 

Soviet-American relations have to be formalized in the 

manner whereby their involvan~t in the theatre will be 

less than· that in the past. 43 Through such a strategy, 

the Europeans should free both. the super powers to realise 

the necessi::ty of assuring the 'moratorium' on \'leapons 

deployment and 'no first use' policy as they lost their 

diplomatic, public and psychological influence in Europe. 

Once, the super powers are made to assure for 'no first 

use• then other nuclear pm-ter s can be easily pet' suaded to 

give the same assurance. According to Brodie, this is a 

crucial factor to give strength to the policy of 

detente. 44 

The achievement of arms control in Europe through 

an effective negotiation process not only needs a realistic 

and clear-cut strategy but also the political, technical 

44 Brodie B., "vtar in the Nuclear· Ageu, in B. Brodie, 
ed., :J.llf:glfolyte _ l"le§pona (New York; Harcourt 
Bruce, 1 , p. 26. -

~-
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and even moral force to underpin such a strategy. It is 

not a secret that they do face certain difficulties in their 

effort like their military alliance, the technical 

difficulties created by the inclusion of long-range missiles 

and the political differences between members. However, 

these difficulties could b~ overcome if attention is given 

to the need .for four-fold linkages wich will reinforce 

each other to g1 ve the Europeans the much needed political 

and moral support for carrying forward the task of assuring 

European security. These linkages will not only '"eaken the 

attitude of confrontati ve competition between the super 

powers but also instil dynami sn to what Radovan Vukadinovic 

described nthe blocked SALT the paralysed r.1BFR ". 45 

The first linkage already. created but needs to 

be strengthened in the already noted point of greater 

co-operation among the European nations. '!hey have to link 

up their security issues and perception free from the 

distortive influence of the super po\•ters vtl.ich try and 

succeed, to some extent, to externalise their internal 
..; 

problens. Such a linkage of security policy is essential 

to minimise tension. 0 f eour se, all security policies 

45 Radovan Vukadinovic, "Changes in the Contente of 
Detente", the Non-Alimed _Wor~a_ (New Delhi), vol. 1, 
no. 2, April:June 1983, PP• 2 54. 
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involve risk and that of Europe is not exception to that. 

Therefore the vi tal question, inter alia is the achievement 

of the balance of risk whi.ch could reduce the risk 1 tself. 

The present alliance system of NA'lO and \'ITO presents the 

:familiar case of risk. !he mi.l.i tary decisions of these 

alliances stands ,in the ,~y of achieving the balance of 

·risk. It is to be admitted that the success of the super 

power strategy of escalation depends very much on a 

eondi t1on of imbalanced risk, since that can alone justify 

further deployment to achieve the balance.. Thus, it is 

crystal clear that the balance cannot be achieved through 

military solution. David Fairhall opines in this regard 

that a ne\•1 strategy for arms control relies on non-nuclear 

factors. 46 

Therefore, to reduce tension by bringing about 

the balance of theatre :forces needs the negotiation among 

the European themselves based on their own strength of 

security feeling and mutual trust .. 47 If one of them feels 

insecure, 1 t should be free to deal their securl ty need 

by opening negotiation vii th. neighbour countries. Once 

46 David Fairhall, "NA10 puts the Bomb behind the Lines", 
Thft Guargiap, }'leeklx, vol. 129, no. 15, 9 October 1983• 
p. 9. 

47 See Keith. B. Payne, Nugl.Gft D,eleerrency1n US...sovi~ 
Rel;ations (Boulder: \'lest iew Press, 962), pp. 2.37 
and 241. 
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such an atmosphere of mutual trust and co-operation is 

achieved.• the Europeans could be in a s-trong posi t1on to 

avert further escalation of nuclear weapons conveying 

both tbe super po\.,rer s that the forces already deployed in . 
Europe is enough. to secure both sides aa the general 

detente among themselves could maintain peace. 48 

'lhe second linkage to be bl~ought about for the 

purpose of proViding a technical ground for the Europeans 

to participate effect! vely in the arms control talks is 

that of linking up of the SALT and MBFR. For a "logical 

link-up betw·een SALT and MBFR •• e\•rould make comprehensive 

negotiating structure easier to achieve", European arms 

control. 49 Such a link up could remove the .major technical 

blockade made deliberately by the super powers to deny the 

European entry into arms control talks. t1ore importantly, 

the Europeans do have the plaus1 ble justtfi cation for 

their interest in limiting the strategic arms for the 

simple reason that they have been deployed in tnetr 

territories and waters and their impl1 cations to 

48 Ibid., p. 237. 

49 Lord Kennet, 11Europe _and Arms Control", SurYiVa1 
vol. 20, no. 3, May-June 19771 pp. 125-7. 
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European security 1s obvious. However there is a problem 

in tb.e process of integrating both SALT and MBFR bettteen 

the West and East European which is, needless to say, 

engineered by the super pO\ter s th.emsel ves while the West 

called 1 t as MBFR, the East named it as Mutual Reduction 

of Forces and armaments (MRFA). In the same vray, problems 

may emerge in decisions related w1 th the method of reduction; 

types of forces to be reduced measures \'Jhich may be 

adopted. 50 However if the mutual trust and co-operation 

among the Europeans once granted those problens will be 

only apparent tho.m real. l4oreover, tnese problEms and 

differences can be sorted out :for the greater benefit of 

achieving the balance of risk and- detente. 

The third linkage related some\'A:lat wi. th the 

preceding one 1 s to link-up the security problems of 

Europe With arms contro1. 51 This, in fact, is just th.e 

opposite C?f \'/hat the super powers are doing Viz. equating 

security \'ti th arms build up. Naturally, when the 

security issues are linked up w1 th arms control, the 

escalation process gets \'feakened. It is not out of place 

to note here that. ,the super powers tactics of escalation 

in the European theatre depends clearly upon the· \dll of 

50 

51 

See SIPRI, 1974, P• 33. 

Ka:rl E. Birnbaum, ed., ~ms Control in EY£ppe ; ProblflJi 
and Pros~_gb (Vienna: uxemburg Papers, 1980), pp.3- • 
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the Europeans to entertain the arms deployment. But. once 

they see their seour.i ty related more w1 th. arms control 

rather than deployment, they can very well reject any 

military solutions to their seouri ty problems. The thea'tre 

problem o:f Europe should be linked up with tne general 

problem of arms control at the global level. Such a 

. perspective will also reinforce the efforts of relating 

SALT and f·1BFR by providing a logical justification. In 

th1 s context, certain experts have warned that the tend.ency 

in isolating theatre issues from the overall nuclear 

confrontation of long-range (strategic) issues or inter­

national issues \dll not help. 52 Stimson \>Jh.o is more 

explicit on this point noted that unless and until tb.e 

European cbnsider their theatre problem relative to the 

prevailing international tension, their efforts will be 

jeopax-dized. 53 Therefore~ to be realistic the TNF issues 

should be Viewed with in the global perspectives of arms 

control. 

The fourth linkage 1 s of immense significance 

to mobili.se a world wida support for the European arms 

52 Karl E. Birnbaum and Hanspecter Neuhold, ed. 1 
Neu}ra11tv and Noi}W,i~§!lt in Eurgge (Vienna: 
Luxemburg Papers, 1982 , P• 202. 

5:3 Cited in Michael Amrine, "'lhe Current Decision : The 
Secret of the Atomic Bomb", DSB 
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control in particular and ,.;orld security in general. The 

European effort for arms control has to be linked up vti th 

the efforts of the non-aligned countries, international 

bodies, religious, political groups and the peace movements. 

It is to be emphasized that forging such an alliance is 

not an unworkable programme or illusory hope but ,4111 be 

moulded in the natural process of world history due to the 

existence of strong and logical interrelationship between . ' 

these forces. 

The increasing tendency of the Europeans to 

vievt their security issues relative to the international 

tension and \'JOrld security will naturally enhance their 

confidence in neutrality and non-alignment. 54 In the same 

way, given the fact that arms build-up -- both tactical 

and strategic weapons -- in Burope is not only a threat 

to ,C;urope but also for the vJOrld as a whole, a serious 

search to provlde an alternative model to European arms 

control depends equally upon the third world and hence its 

political force Viz. the non-aligned movement (NAM). 55 

Obviously, both. the Europeans as ,.,ell as tne non-aligned 

group do have an irrefutable meeting ground to safeguard 

their mutual interest for security. In a more important . ' 

sense, such an alliance \4111 also have potentiality of 

54 See Karl E. Birnbaum, n~ 42, p. 202. 

55 Ibid. 
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meeting certain technical problems posed by the super 

powers. The exclusion of Europeans from strategic arms 

control on the ground that such. arms are of long-r.ange. 

can no longer be justified if the Europeans go along w1 th 

the third world countries Which. might be \\[ell affected by 

those strategic nu.clear weapons. Recently, the Europeans 

have also started to insist on the strategic Arms 

Reduction Talks {START} and Intermediate Nuclear Forces 

Talks (INF) being merged together and other nuclear 

powers being brought in. 56 Therefore, the alliance under 

consideration will bound to emerge in the course of time 

and alrady there are encouraging trends for hope. 

The pol1 tical and moral pressure such. as 

alliance could produce, can be :formalised and directed 

through international organisations like the UN. Hence, 

the Europeans should create a good rapport \d th the UN and 

other international bodies seriously concerned w1 th world 

peace and security. The UN has repeatedly expressed 1 ts 

intention and commi 'bnent to co-operate \d. th regions in 

matters of arms control. In this respect UN Secretary 

General has assured: 

56 See K. SUbramanyam, ''The Euromissile Crisis8 , 

§trakfe AnW,ysl&a, vol. 7, no. 9, December 1983., 
pp. 71 -30. 
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Once there is an initiative from a region, 
the countries and regional organization 
concerned should be able, upon their request 
and in the manner they wish, to draw to the 
fullest extent on the resources and 
poss1b111 ties of tb.e United Nations system. 57 

As noted elsewhere, the UN is already playing 

an important role in providing information on the question 

of arms race alongwi th the policy direction for arms 

control. Moreover, it has continued to insist for an 

independent European arms control talks for assuring a 

durable solution to their security problems. 

Fundamental to the success of arms control in 

general. and European arms con'trol in particular is the 

need to mobilise the public opinion against the dangers 

o:f nuclear -v1ar. Already peace movements all over the world 

has started channelising the popular dissent against the 

nuclear madriess. The resurgent peace movanents has 

acquired the qual1 ty of mass movenent. Today, increasing 

number of people are tal<ing part in these movetnents in 

Europe and in spreading throughout the world. With 

increasing effort on disarmament education and peace 

campaign the peace movements will prove to be powerful 

force to aumnent the European efforts for arms control and 
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disarmament. The.se movements are so intense in Europe, 

Australia and United States of America. It appears that 

1 t \'10uld not be a mistake to view these peace movements 

as grass roots level counterpart o.f non-aligned movement 

especially in the contex·t of arms control and disarmament. 

Due to the fact that absolute power resides w1 th 

people of the \IIOrld; the peace movement as a popular force 

is having the capability of forcing the super powers to 

reduce their craze for arms deployment. Helen Caldicott 

has correctly noted as: nThe power of an aroused public 

r is unfeatable~ ••• This is no cause for pessimism, for 

already I have seen great obstacles surmounted. Nor need 

we be afraid• for I have seen democracy \*IOrk ... sa Thus if 

the world public is aroused against the false designs of 

the super powers, th.ey have to bO't'l down before the will of 

the inhabitants of their planet. It is in this respect 

Lord Kennet says that if the whole topic of arms control 

1 s moved into open and negotiations are conducted "w1 th · 

light of the day, in the bright of all, the super powers 

could not justify their stand8 •
59 Thus exposing the 

nuclear strategies and tactics of both the US and USSR 

.58 Helen Cald1cott, N~clear M§.dnesa (Ne\., York: 
Bantam Books, 1980 , P• 93. 

59 Lord Kennet, n. 49, p. 125. 
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to the world public and the resultant consciousness ana the 

vigilance of the public can become the 11Pandora' s Boxn6o 

which \'r'ill provide solution to the present problem o! 

arms build-up in Europe and e1 sewher e. 

There is no cause _fo~ pe~si~ism w1 th record to 

the European seeuri ty notwi thstandin~ the continued 

failures of arms control negotiations including WF 

and even the European inabili tie.s to forestal the recent 

decision of deployment. No matter of their past ignorance 

and subservience to the foul designs of the two super 
I 

powers, the Europeans, today, have a· clear-cut perception 

of the motives and tactics of the arms deployment in Europe 

and its consequence to the security. l4oreover, as noted 

above, there is a workable strategy and great amount of 

political and moral support from other .peace loving forces 

of the \'i'Orld, the judicious and sincere utilisation of which 

by the EUropeans both East and West will determine their 

success in future arms control attempts. 

6o Ibid. 
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CONCLUSION 



CHAPTFR V 

The ongoing arms race rooted in the Cold War 

between the' US and USSR with diametrically opposite 

ideological moorings has resulted in the theatre crisis of 

Europe. It is av:i.dent from the foregoing chapters that 

eon:tinued deployment of J',lUclear weapons in Europe is the 
/ ··-...,.\ 

basic strategy necessitated by the mutual desire of~ .. :~) 

the sUper powers to reach political terms w1 th each other . 

tbrougl:t~m~_:I-1 tary means. In suoh an attempt they have U."Y.u..t '41 
started using Europe as a theatre to stage th.eir military , 

might. Despite the apparent controversies and competition, 

they do have a common undar standing of keeping Europe u."lder 

their strategic control. 

A pertinent point to be noted is that the Europeans 

both. the East and West were repeatedly told and conVinced 

that such deployment is only for securing Europe both 

mili tartly and politically thereby the super powers have 

so far been successful in concealing their self interest 

of keeping Europe as a theatre for their global strategy. 

In their ·schema ot global strategy, arms deployment in 

Europe obviously remains as a 'tactical neeessi ty for 

blocking each. other's expansion either poli tioally or 

ideologi.cally and more importantly insulating each other's 

- 115 .. 
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terri tory from the immediate effects of nuclear war. It is 

in th.is context only, the Limited War Strategy of US 

adopted in Presidential D~~'(?~:tJY..-?: {PD) 59 has to be Viewed. 

Therefore. both the super powers nave resorted a compet1 tive 

accumulation of nuclear weapons with the declared aim of 

protecting the security of· each other's European allies 

but wi tb th.e tae1 t aim of keeping the Europ~an theatre 

under their strategic control which is considered by both. 

as a tactical nece.ssi ty for pursuing their global 

strategy. 

The United States in 1 ts effort to convince the 

t:.~~~f'V\ vlest Europeans of the need for 'INF deployment has come out 
~~ul 
~cif··r,>r,t.S w1 th various strategic doctrines. ihese doctrinal changes 

~M 'r'o ~ ,.,ere made by US to make tbe1r strategy workable in Europe 
~t~ 

and acceptable to the European by incorporating. th.e views 

of the Europeans without fundamentally altering its tactical 

goals. Thus, the deployment of 'INF under various doctrinal 

coverage has tb.e explicit objective of providing secur1 ty to · 

Europe both. psychologically and mi11 tarily.. Besides, both 

cnu the super powers have systematically and relentlessly tried 
t...-wri'"' . 

~ .... ~ the policy of false propaganda and misinformation so as to 
_tJJ-r-5: fW_ r . . 
"\~~ 

11

_w. ~.J keep the Europeans in the dark so far as the actual 

\\..(,.. r(vv\ magnitude of deployment and the real motive behind it. 
~..ol'· ex 

'\ , ~·,.-,x The idea of surprise attack is meticulously 
1M l-~ V'(I}II'{Vvt; • J 

~ t''Y"\.l,.,if/fl~~nurtured by both the super powers so as to instill th.e 

b 
1v a ,_ ~ 

.,, \1-ru.v r 
~oY , } ~ frLI(I 
. I '\).f\-.JI.ze-,":, I 

.I 
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feeling of insecurity in Europe and to project their deploy­

ment as an ineV'i table necessity to safeguard Europe. Both 

the super powers have succeeded to a greater extent on 

persuading the Europeans to accept most of their military 

decision in the name of assuring seeuri ty. But such a 

trend could not last long as the Europeans having observed 

over years the tactics of the super powers and the actual 

!unctions of 1NF and other weapons have started developing 

their own perspectives. 

The emergence of independent European perspectives 

on theatre i.ssues of Europe and increasingly identical View 

among the Europeans could be explained by their perception 

of a common threat posed by the Theatre Nuclear \ieapons 

( 1N\'1) accumulated in their terri tory. The very presence 

of :LNF and. other weapons stockpiled in Europe, · thoutjl never 

used, represents a source of threat not to their security 

but their very existence. Moreover, the ideas like limited 

war and mutual assured destruction (IviAD} etc. has tended to 

prove beyond doubt that, in an event of nuclear ~rar, the 

first victims vlill be the Europeans themselves while the 

territories of the super powers will be insulated. Such a 

view is bolstered further by their realisation of the 

po ssi b111 ty of the nuclear terror by error even if no 

nuclear war is. deliberately engineered. Moreover, th.e 

extraneous motives of the super powers in the accumulation 
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1s more than clear by tne negotiation taotics of the super 

powers who concerned with the military balance cont~nued to 

foment the process of escalation througtt tb.e general policY: 

o:f • catching up and overtaking'. Since flexible responae 

st:rategy o.f the Us provid.es US~ with convenient grounds 

for excuse for .further deployment, the latter appears to 

have tacitly contributed to that V(Jf'Y strategy tbnugb;.l 

denounces it in public. 

Thus the preaent magnitude o:f '.LWF deplcyment 

has actually increased the tension and endangered the 

European secuti ty. For, th.e deployment has gone far beyond. 

the level essential for assuring European security. 1h1s 

can be taken as a clear proof that the super powers are not 

1f,u.. "0''\L. interested in th.e European security per se but something 

d.\- ~!rl, else. Moreover, due to the military alliance, the Europeans 

~ ~. countries do not have an independent military policy and 
' (}.JJ\ . 

\1'1'\ have realized, of late, .of their ~bservient military position 
Q., \ ~(i.JV\. u..-

~vJ(i; a.>1d the sUbsequent military dependence which-may equally 

~ _ ~ endanger their security. Thus, in the name of security they 
~(}.Nntil 

have been Virtually choked by the policies of both the 

supet· powers. It is only under these circumstances, the 

Europeans have come out w1 th conclusion that arms deployment 

cannot increase their security but only endanger\ 1 t. 

To free Europe .from the strategic clut<?hes of the 

two super powers and the grip of increasing nuclear danger, 
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the Europeans have found it as essential to .halt the process 

of escalation and tension in the theatre. They, w1 th 

genuine aspiration for detente. have started persuading 

the super powers to go for arms control negotiations. They 

'believed that such an effort will help 11m1 ting the 

tendency for arms build-up and the resultant tension in 

the theatre. Consequently. they have shown much interest 

in the SALT and MBER negotiations and hoped that such 

negotiation will solve, at least, certain of the immediate 

problems of the tbeatre. But, things have gone contrary 

to their expectations. For, the super pO\'lers u,zed these 

very negotiation as an instrument to sa~ve their interest 

of achieving military- balance and thereby reaching the 

ultimate goal of political terms with each other • 

These negotiations for arms control have themselves 

? been into_~_ f!~urce for further deployment of nuclear arms. 

Ironically enough., the process of escalation has continued 

side by side w1 th th.e negotiations aiming at reducing arms 

in the theatre. Moreover, the super po\ters have recognized 

the significance of such negotiations to protect the period 

of cold war essential to pursue their global strategy. 

Thus the TNF controversy has been continued basically on 

~ their common acceptance of the delaying tactics. Given 

-these internal agenda of the super povrers for the s~called 

-+ ~~Y? fJV/4 %f'(e f-cN:.J ~ 
l M ~: o\w-Jr fv-f'N\ 

\1\-J- .; $. ~ r ...S,;) '\ 
w- ~~ 'VV-*. r ~--&-{(. ) ' 
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'negotiations', the resurgent interest of the Europeans 

over arms control with an independent perspective of their 

secur1 ty 1 s not to the liking o:r the super powers. . Th.1 s is 

particularly so for the US which needs the support of the 

~lest Europeans to place the crisis near the terri tory of 

its opponent. Even though the USS:t does not like any 

independent Vie\11 from 1 ts European partners, 1 t attaches 

tactical significance to the independent European move for 

arms control. Hore importantly 1 t hopes that such a move 

may weaken the political influence of US in Europe. 

However to show its loyalty to the tacit under standing, the 

USSt, does not come open in supporting such a move. 

It is vi tal to note that the Eur'opeans are 

deliberately excluded by the super powers from the arms 

control negotiations w1 th the tactical inclusion of the 

issues related with long-range missiles in the SALT 

negotiations. · But men United Nations (UN) called upon the 

super powers to reduce the tension in .E.'urope and to 

consider the .independent move from Europeans for arms 

control in t!1e1r region, they subsequently organized. the 

r-tBFR talks which has rooted !rom their tacit understanding. 

More importantly, the super powers have carefully separated 

the strategic and tactical weapons w1 tb.out considering the 

dat1gerous implication of botn the weapons to European 

security. It appears that the 'INF issue 1s a deliberate 

creation of the US in order to d1 vert the attention of 



powers have tried their best to exclude to Europeans 

tactically from the arms control talks. Therefore, the 

~Europeans security has been ignored by botll the supsr 

I powers. In other words they have deliberately done this 

for maintaining their strategic superiority thereby pose 

thenseJ.ves as the only champions of the detente. Moreover, 

while the question of real arms control comes, they have 

blamed each other of failing to reduce the arms in Europe .• 

The US has gone to the extent of even exploiting the very 

fervour of the Europeans for arms control talks to implement 

their desire for further deployment under the garb of 

modernising theatre nuclear forces, by telling them that 

such deployment of modernized nuclear forces is aimed only 

as a threat to bring USS\ to negotiating terms for arms 

control in Europe. The recent deployment of Ground Launched 

Cruise IJiissiles (GLCM) is an ample evidence for this fact. 

But, the Europeans particularly the Vlest, have again been 

decided, because the deployment of first strike missile 

1 s going to initiate another process of escalation given 

the hotline approach of the US$ \!bich has disclosed its 

determination. 

More importantly, the recent interest of US to 

include the missiles kept by England and France for the 

purpose oi arms conirol talks, ~ich was originally asked 



by the us~ but the us refused, cannot be interrupted 

in any way except as a bargaining chip capable of 

initiating a fur~er escalation in the European theatre. 
-·---~--- ---- ~------- -

·~·--~- .... __ -·-
These sinister moves of botb. the super powers has Virtually 

left the issue of European security by miXing and compli­

cating the 'mF issue wi. th others. Above all, the future 

of arms control in Europe also bleak as the Geneva 

negotiation has broken down by the US deployment of 

Cruise Missiles in UK. Thus .both the super pO\'ters have 

so far been successful in keeping 1he1r monopoly of 

detente through the maintenance of. the • entrenched system• 

which excludes the entry of others. Posed as the only 

champions of detente, the super powers have used the very · 

arms control negotiations to further their O\•Jl'l interest so 

as to keep their strategic control over European theatre. 

Therefore, it is not a surprise that .the issue of European 

secur1 ty, in its true sense, was sacrificed, thou€').1 they 

are interested in 1 t as to suit their o\'m. theatrical 

needs. Under these circumstances it is tantamotmt for 

the Europeans to have a serious reconsiderations of their 

strategy, if they at'e really committed to save their 

interests Ln seeuri ty matters. 'lhe strategy followed so 

far by the Europeans viz the bilateral arms control 

negotiations bet\te~ the super pO\fers with themselVes 1Jetng 

not as -direct participants but only as a pressure gr-oup• 
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has been a great failure in so far as the achievement 

of their major objective is concerned. Such a strategy 

naturally needs a restatement ltJi th primary emphasis 

on mUltilateral negotiations in \tbich the Europeans 

should get their legi t1maey of full and equal participation 

in arms control negotiation in their region. It will help 

to reduce the tendency of competitive confrontation and 

create in :1 ts place a tendency for collaborative 

competi t1on. r.1oreover, the Europeans' entry w.t th the 

arena·of negotiations l'li.ll break the entrenched system 

which eventually \d.ll diffuse the super powers• monopoly 

of detente. Achievement of such a eondi tion can alone pave 

the way for a successful arms control negotiation and 

detente in Europe. 

Ho\.;ever the difficulties involved in their respect 

~an hardly be ignored. fJ.'h.e prestige and ideological 

underpinnings of the super 'powers woUld not permit tb.em to 

go for arms control. In particular the tactical and 

strategic nature of Europe in their scheme of global 

domination \l/Ould not allow them to reduce 1NF as that will 

·inevitably weaken their gr-ip over tne tJ:leatre. 'lherefore, 

7· 1 t is highl~gin~~~y_~ that they 'Will voluntarilY reduce 

C) their arms build-up in Europe first by w.Ldening pressure. 

Given the existing military all1 ance system and the 

European membership in them, greatly weakens their 
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military as well as political independence. Therefor eo 

tneir pressure, despite its magnitude, loses much of its 

effectiveness and significance. llloreover, th.e military 

alliances by dividing the Europeans also provides the 

super powers w1 th. an 1.ns1r'Wilent to increase theatrical 

tension on a compet1 t1v~ scale through military decision. 

Therefore, the surmounting of the fundamental problem 

having implication to ~ope's independence as well as 

security viz. the military and political subserviency of 

Europe is of cruci~ significance. 1hus, the Europeans 

should not behave as members of NA'.ID or \'liD but as members 

of European country re-ensuring :for a real sense of 

security from nuclear catas-trophe. \men there is greater 

under standing among Europeans based on mutual trust and 

co-operation, their bargaining posi tton in a multilateral · 

dimension of negotiations will effectively check the 

' military ambitions of the super powers going beyond their 

own terri tory. /.Above all, there should not be any 

secrecy over the outcome of such negotiation$ and 1 t is 

highly beneficial for detente and disarmament policy of 

Europe to have those negotiations in the limelight of the 

day. This '\l'dll make the world public to be vigilant and 

such vigilant public wil.l provide the Europe and otner 

peace loving forces a 'pandora box' capable of supplying 

all the need to secure a new International Seouri ty Order. 
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In order to acquire the much needed political . ' 

and moral support. the Europeans should not only strengthen 

ties between themselves but al.so with oth~ countries of 

the world particularly the th1rd world countries l'bich 
'f-. 

are naturely partners of any effcr.ts for arms control 
____..---

either in Europe or at the world level. For, they have 

been affected muoh. due to the rearmament policy of the 

super powers. ihe Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), the 

political and moral expression of the third world countries. 

is a !latural ally of not only the Europeans bUt any 

group aspiring for peace and security. The political 

system of NN4 can be judged by the fact that the President 

of the UN General Assanbly, Mr Jorge Illucea, has extended 

the invitation recently to th.e NAM Chairperson Mrs 
A- &V\ ~ c tt:'J-t./ 

/ Gandhi to convince both the super powers,for genuine arms 

control negotiation and detente. Although disarmament is 
' ' 

the uJ. timate goal of N.AM, nevertheless 1 t is much interested 

to work for arms control and detente as 1 t will eventuallY 

pave tne way for general disarmament. 

Therefore the European nations can au{!1D.ent 

their efforts by increasing their co-operation with NAM. 

Such alliance can be formalized \'t.l th. a power.ful force on 

the flows of UN. Such an alliance can be justified on 

the ~o~ds: . firstly, th.e unnecessary ~i:sttndtioriJ.between 

1'NF and .SNF by tile super pO\'ters to exclude the EUropeans 
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from strategic arms control negotiations \dll get blurred. 

For the TNF and SNF having functional relationship with 

·each other remains as a potential threat to both Europe 

as well as the third "rorld countries "Jhich are no\-t in 

an alliance f.or genuine arms control and international 

seeuri ty. Secondly, since the international security 

and the regional seeuri ty are logically interlinked \'lith. 

each other, the efforts to achieve arms control and 

detente in Europe ·w111 naturally reduce tension at tb.e 

global level. r~Joreover, the resurgent peace movements 

spreading throu@'lout the -world can be useful vehicle 

to mobilise the world public opinion against the arms 

race. In assuring awareness of the public will greatly 

weaken the moral· and psychological influence of the 

super powers on \..tlich they depend heavily. 

Obviously, tb.e solution to 'INF issue is linked­

up with the general solution for arms control in Europe. 

The isolation of the 'lNF issue, as the experience reveals, 

has actually complicated the problem. In the same \'lay, 

arms control in Europe is a logical first step for 

general arms control aimed at the objective of regional 

disarmament. As a result, the European move for regional 

disarmament will be an essential example to the general 

move for disarmament at the global level. Therefore 

the NAM and other peace-loving forces should increasingly 
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co-operate with the Europeans in this attempt for a 

genuine arms con1:rol negotiation in Europe. However, 

the u1 timate success depends upon the Europeans 

themselves both the East and West since in their terri tory 

only the super powers have deployed their arms. If 

they, along with the support of the NAM and other peace 

loving forces, succeed in reducing the thea-tre and 

strategic \'teapons in their terri tory, arms control at 

the global level will undoubtedly proceed more smoothly 

and quickly by having the enduring support of UN • 

•••• 
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Country 

USSR 

USA 

France 

Missile 
designation 

ss-4 Sandal 
SS..3 Skeqn 

55-20 

Ss-N.S Ser£ 

Pershing II 

GLC.J 

.fola.ris A-3 

Table 1 

Lonr:;-range theg.tre nuclear missile§ 

Year .first Range 
deployed (km) CEP.:tiarU.eads( s) 

tventorv 
AM 

1959 1,800 

1961 3,500 
1976-77 5,000 

1963 1,200 

1983 1,800 

1983 2,500 

1967 4, 00 

{m) .. 
2, 4oo 1 r·tt 1 350 253 
11 200 1xr-It I 

400 3x150-kt 
i>1IRV 250 243 

1x? 
n. n. 1x·It 30 18 

4o 1x?(lO\'J-kt) 0 

0 

BOO 3x20D-kt NRV 64 

Trident II D-5 199& 25o 1 x335-k t r·tm v o 

SSBS 3-1 1980 3,000 n.a. 1~{ 'Jr-1t 18 

HSBS f.l-20 1977 3,000 n.a. 1x1-f.It 80 

ilSBS H-4 1985 4,000 n.a. 6::c 150-ttt :.lRV 0 
------- ~ ~·~-~~ -- ·-~~- --- --- ' ·- .--- r 

Progra1nme status 

Phasing out 
Phasing out 

... 
Production rate approximately 
5 per cent 

3 each on Golf II submarines 
6 of tthich have been deployed 
in the Baltic since 1976. 
108 launchers to be deplc.yed 
by 1983 

464 m1sslles to be deployed 
by 1985 ~ 

On 4 SSBNs, being replaced 
by the 'Cheva11ne' 3yste:n, 
probably witn 6 \mrheads 
(I·TIV), each of 50 kt 

Replacing the 'Polaris' 
Chevaline system from the 
1990s probably with 64 
launchers on 4 submarines 

Com~ersion .from S-2 to be 
completed by 1983 

On 5 S3Btlls 

0:: 

On th.e 6th SS.3H; retrofit 
to be completed by 1989; tot 

. .. • -r --- ~- ----- ---



Table 

Air to surface missiles 

Country Inventory Notes, programme status Year first Range (km) Speed Designation { deployed high-l.evel \·larhead (r•Iach) 
l~UD.,9h) 

US$ AS-2 Kipper 1961 210 1xk t-r ange HE 1.2 · n.a. 1 X Tu-16 

Ati-4 Kitchen 1962 720 1xkt-range 2.5 135 1 X Tu-22 
2 X Tu-2~1 

As-6 Kingish 1977 700 1 X 200-kt 3 65 1 X Tu-16 
2 X Tu-22M 

USA AGI·1-69A ::!lAH 1972 160 1 X 170-kt :3 378 6 X F.B-IIIA 

France A$1P 1985 300 1 X 150-kt 3 0 1 x Hirage IVA ~ 1~5l 1 x Hirage2000N 1986 
1 x Super Etendard 1987 
Total. programme: 100 



Cou .• try 

us.:R 

USA 

Designation 

TU-221-1 :aackfire 

TU- 16 Badger 
TU-22 Blinder 
A-G Intruder 

Year first 
deployed 

1974 

1955 
1962 

1963 
F-16 Hornet 1982 
A-7 Corsair II 1966 
F-4 Phantom II 1961 

AV-8B Harrier II 1985 

UK Buccaneer 1962 

France Super Etendard 1979 

FR Germany Tornado IDS 1982 

F-104G Starfighter 1958 

Table 

1~aV'ql lonr;-range theatre nuclear aircraft 

Combat 
radius 
(km) 

3000 

2000 

1200 

1500 

1100 

1200 

1100 

900 
1400 

700 

1400 

1000 

Inventory 
Total European 

75 

250 
50 

250 
0 

»60 
200 

0 

20 

60 

0 

95 

60 

190 

35 
20 

0 

48 
0 

0 

20 

60 

0 

95 

Programme status 

Naval aviation has received half the number 
of Backfires 

Total progm: 1377 incl !R-18 Intruder Being 
replaced by F-18 

Excl. 200 non-nuclear Marine Corps F-4s 
being replaced by F-18s 
Total programme: 322 
Approx. number dedicated to CINCLANI; will 
continue for some time after the rest of the 
Buccaneers are replaced by Tornado IDS 
The 300-km range of the AS:•lP \·Jill give it 
marginal long-range theatre nuclear 
capability; tot .J. programme 71 
Total programme: 112 (including 10 
dual-control trainers) 
Excl. 10 TF-104G and 24 RF-104G; being 
replaced by Tornado 



Table 4 
Primary long-range theatre nuclear aircr~t 

Country Designatiom Year first Combat ..,. · !nventorx Progroamme status deployed radius 
Usm) Total European 

USSR . Tu 22IVI Backfire 1974 11'000 75 60 Production rate: up to 30 per 
year,, half of them assigned to 
naval aviation 

Tu-16 Badger 1955 2~000 300 225 
Tu-22 Blinder 1962 1,200 130 100 
SU-24 Fencer 1974 1,700 500 375 Pr eduction rate: approx. 60 per year 

UsA FB-111A 1969 1,800 63 0 
. F-111A/D/E/F 1967 2,000 300 156 

UK Valean B2 1957 2,700 55 55 Being replaced by Tornado 
Tornado GR. 1 {IDS) 1982 1,4oo 0 0 220 programmed (incl. 68 dual- -

control trainers); last 20 may w 
C> 

be converted to F. 2 (.ADV) 

Brance !Jiir age IV A 1964 10 600 35 35 More than 15 1:1ill continue in 
service after 1985 

i~irage 2000N 1980 1,400 0 0 Up to 200 may be acquired 

Rest of Tornado IDS 1982 1~400 0 0 FH Germany plans 212 (incl. 
NATO 47 dual-control trainers) 

Italy pl.ans 100 (incl. 12 trainers) 



Table 
Marginal long-range theatre nuclear aircraft 

First Combat 
Country Designation deployed radius 

---- (km) 
usm r·1iG-23/27 Flogger 1971 900 
Rest of 
llorld f.fiG-23 Flo 3ger 1971 900 
USA F-16 Fighting 

UK 
J 

Falcon 

F-4 Phantom II 

A-7 Corsair II 
Boccaneer s. 2 

1979 1300 

1961 1100 

1966 1200 
1962 1400 

' 

Jaguar GR. 1 1973 1200 
Harrier GR.4(AV.8B~19S6 900 

F'r ance Jaguar A 1973 1200 

T·lirage IIIJ& 19:i 1 1000 

Rest of i6! F-16 Fighting 
NATO Falcon 1979 1300 

A-7H/P Corsair II 1966 1100 

R-4E Phantom II 1961 1100 

F CF-104G Starfigh-
ter 1958 1000 

F-104S(Acrit311a) 1969 1000 

inventory 
Tota1 Euro pe3n 

2000 1,500 

200 

300 

1400 

370 
60 

140 
0 

160 

135 

64 

63 

134 

555 

196 

200 

0 

250 

0 

60 

140 
0 

160 

135 

64 

63 

134 

525 

196 

Programme status 

Production continues at 500 per year 

Total programme: 1.388 \incl. 204 
more than 200 td.ll be deployed in Europe. 
Being phased out of active duty and 
transformed to the Reserve Force 
Reserve Force 
Excl. 20 in mar 1 time strike role (of 
table 1.6) 
Exc1.30 laguar T.2 trainers 

-
Total programme: 60 1.-: 

Total number procured (losses unknown; ec1.40 
Jaguar trainers) 
Being phased out: el"cl. 14 Mirage IIIBE. tr a1ner s 

Excl. 8F-16B trainers: total programme: 194 
F-16A ( o.! which 4 b.ave been lost) and 46 F-16B 
( 2 lost) · 

Excl. 6 TA-7H trainers: 11A-7P on· order for 
Portugal. 

Incl.. 10 \'/est Gerqlan F-4E in USA for tra~ing 
excl. 96 RF-4E and 168 F-4F . 

Incl. 30 \•lest German F-104G i,n USA for training; 
excl 145 TF-104G and RF-104F; being phased out 
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Table 

Planned Deployment of ground-launched cruise 
missiles in Europe 

Country Base Number 'V ear of 1n i tial 
oper:.1tional 

----- --------------- --~ca,...pli'io:.s.a.b:;.;;i;ol.s.i.o;;,tv._.. __ 

United 
Kingdom 

Greenham Comenor Berkshire 96 

. :·1oles\'JOrth, Combr1dgesh1re 64 

ffi Germany Probably Ramstein Halm 
Spangdahlem, Bruggen and 
Laarbruch 

96 

Italy Vicenzo Haghliocco, Comiso 
Sicily - 112 

Nether lands 48 

Belgium 

1984 

1988 

1984 

1984 



Country 

uss:t 

USA 

UK 

Missile Year first 
demj,matton. g§p:lo,W 

ss-4 sandal 1959 
ss-5 Skean 

ss-20 

SS...N-5 Serb 

Pershing .II 

1961 
1976/77 

1963 

1983 

1983 

Polaris A-3 1967 

Trident II(D-5) 1990s 

France sSBS 3-3 

MSBS M-20 

MSBS M ... 4 

1980 

1977 
( 1985) 

Source: SIPRI, 1983, p. 6. 

Long-Range TlJesUJ;:s; NucJ.ear l\11 ssil.Jts 

Range 
(kml 

1800 

3500 

5000 

1200 

1800 

2500 

4600 

10000 

3000 

3000 

4000 

CEF 
'm) 

2400 
1200 

400 

\·/arhead{ s} 

1 X Mt 

1 X Mt 

3 X? 

n.a. 1 x Mt 

Inventorx 
A B 
232 •• 

16 •• 
333 •• 

30 18 

40 1 X ? {low-kt)O 

50 1 X? 0 

800 3x2oO-kt l\1RV 64 

250 8x355-kt r.URV 0 

n. a. 1x1 I'l}t 18 

n. a. ~. 1x1 Mt 80 

n. a. 6x150 kt MRV 0 

Programme Status 

Phasing out 
Phasing out 
Deployment rate approxi­
matel.y 50 per year 
3 each on Gulf II sub­
marines. 6 of \'Ali ch have 
been deployed in the 
Bal. tic since 1976 
108 launchers to be 
deployed by 1935 

464 missiles to be 
deployed by 1988 
On 4 SS BN s, being rep­
laced by the Chevaline 
system 
Replacing the Polaris/ 
Chevaline system from 
the 1990 s, with 64 
launchers on 4 submarines 

On 5 SSBNs 

On the 6th SSBN; total 
programme, including 
retrofits: 96 (by 1992) 

-
(.oJ 
w 



Tab~e: British, Fr~nch, us and Soxiet NucJ.ear; Vlsp;:heg.d Count 

Launchers Warheads Launchers Wat'heads 

British Polaris SLBl"ls 64 64 SoViet 

French SLBM.s 96 96 SS...20 IRBMs 178 534 

SoViet 
French. IR:Br-·1s 18 18 ss-N-5 SLBMs 30 30 

US Poseidon SLBMs 40 400 -
w 
+ 

Totals 218 578 208 564 

Source: SIPRI, 1983, p. 21• 



Br!~m m!si t):sncn NurJ.gat-C£agrabJ:~ A ;I;£ fit ~~;t 

Country Designation Year Combat Inv£D,totl!. Prof!!!·amme Status first radius Ilm OE Total 
depJ,ox§S (Ign) 

UK Tornado m.1 1982 1400 Yes 24 100 220 progt' ammed (incl. 68 dual cant-
rol trainers) 

Buccaneer 1962 1400 Yes 36 80 Being replaced by Tornado, incl. 20 
in I1ari time strike role 

Jaguar S <R.1 1973 1200 Yes 48 100 Excl. Ja~ar B'l'. 2 trainers (30 
delivered) 

Harrier CR.S 
{AV-8B) 

( 1986) 900 Yes 0 0 Total Programmer 60 

Sea Harrier 1979 600 Yes 15 26 14 on order -w ms.1 l'1 

France Illirage IVA 1964 1600 Yes 24 33 Plus 14 for training, reconnaisance 
and reserves 

"Pilirage 2000 N ( 1988} 1400 Yes 0 0 First 15 will be operational 
progr-amme may reach 200 

Jaguar A 1973 1200 Yes 45 118 Exc1. 22 Jaguar E trainers 
Mirage IIIE 1961 1000 No 30 105 Excl. 14 Mirage :IIIBE trainers; 

being replaced by Mirage 2000 N 

Super Etendard 1979 700 Yes 36 64 Total Programme: 80 

Source: SIPRI, 1983, p. 38. 



Br1 ti sh. and Fr tin ph Submarines - launched ba1J.i sti.c. 
Missiles 

fear first Range Warhead( s) 
) •• 

Country Designation Inventory Progt'amme Status 
deployed (km) 

UK Polaris A-3 1967 4600 3x200-Kt 64 On 4 SSBNs, being 
MRV replaced by Chevaline 

system 

Trident II (1990) 10000 10x335-Kt 0 Replacing the Polaris/ 
(D-5) MIRV Chevaline system from 

the 1990s, with 64 
launchers on 4 submarines 

France SSBS 3-3 1980 3000 1 X 1- Mt -
(JJ 
0' 

MSBS M-20 1977 3000 1 x 1- Mt . On 5 SSBNs 

t4SBS M-4 (1985) 4000 6 X 150 - Kt On the 6th SSBN; total. 
MRV programme, j.ncluing 

retrofits: 96 (by 1992) 

Source: SIPRI, 1983, P• 36. 



British and French BaJ.lisfsc M.ifsi:Le-atmeq nu9J.ear-PO)'li[Eed SubmginS1i§_ 
SSBNs 

. . 

Country Desi€1)-ation Pennant Laid Launched Operational. t·1ain armament 
number down ( SLB4) 

UK Resolution SS22 1964 1966 1967 16 x Polaris A - 3 

Repulse s 23 1965 1967 1968 16 X Pol.ari s A - 3 

Renown s 26 1964 1967 1968 16 x Polaris A - 3 

Revenge s 27 1965 1968 1969 16 x Polaris A - 3 
-

France le Redoutable s 611 1964 1967 1971 16 x f'JI5'BS M - 20 
w 
"" 

le Terrible s 612 1967 1969 1973 16 x MSBS M- 20 

le Foudroyant s 610 1969 1971 1979 a6 x IVISBS M - 20 

1' Indomptable s 613 1971 1974 1976 16 x r·1SBS r·1 - 20 

le Tonnant s 614 1974 1977 1980 16 X !'tiSBS 1'-1 - 20 

lt InfleXible - 1980 1982 (1985) 16 x IvtSBS M - 4 

Source: SIPRI, 1983, P• 36. 
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